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Georgia Department of Transportation

Project Concept Report

Project Type: Intersection Improvement P.l. Number: 0013733
GDOT District: 7 County: Douglas
Federal Route Number: 78/278 State Route Number: 5/6

Project Number:  N/A

This project proposes a Quadrant Roadway in order to improve capacity at the intersection of SR 5/US 78 @
SR 6/US 278 in Douglas County.

Submitted for approval: K 4 C/’;Concept Report “Pdated 10/1/2020
‘ = /7 5-26-20
State Roadway Design Engineer WW /«/ W Date 5/27/2020
State Program Delivery Administrator Date
i lWZie e
- NN O I 11( 5D 5/26/20
GDOT Project Manager Date

Recommendation for approval: ~ Recommendations are on file ~OB

* Evic Duff 5/28/2020

State Environmental Administrator Date

* Chris Raymond 6/11/2020
fof State Traffic Engineer Date

* Josh Taylor 7/8/2020
fof Project Review Engineer Date

* Marcela Coll 6/4/2020
fof State Utilities Engineer Date

* Paul DeNard 6/11/2020
fof District Engineer Date

MPO Area: This project is consistent with the MPO adopted Regional Transportation Plan (RTP)/Long
Range Transportation Plan (LRTP).

0O Rural Area: This project is consistent with the goals outlined in the Statewide Transportation Plan (SWTP)
and/or is included in the State Transportation Improvement Program (STIP).

Digitally signed by Charles A. Robinson
=chr

. DN: C=US, E=chrobinson@dot.ga.gov, O=Georgia
Charles A. R0b|nson gﬁ‘p:aét‘rgﬁg;(ZT oraion, OU=Offce of Planning, fOI’ 6_5_20

Date: 2020.06.05 07:49:49-04'00"

State Transportation Planning Administrator Date

* Recommendations were also received from the following:

Office of Materials: Monica Flournoy 5/249/2020
Office of Intermodal: Alan Hood 6/9/2020
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PROJECT LOCATION MAP
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PLANNING AND BACKGROUND

Prepared By: Office of Planning Date: 7/6/2020

Project Justification Statement:

The purpose of this project is to improve operations, and address current and future mobility concerns and needs
at the intersection of State Route (SR) 5/US 78 and SR 6/US 278. SR 6, a four lane roadway, is functionally
classified as an urban principal arterial. SR 5, also a four lane facility, is functionally classified as an urban minor
arterial. In addition to the functional classification, SR 6 was also identified in the ARC Strategic Thoroughfare Plan
as a Regional Thoroughfare on the designated Regional Transportation Network. This network includes the most
critical surface roadways in the region. SR 6 is also listed as a Connector in the Atlanta Strategic Truck Route
Master Plan (ASTRoMaP).

The intersection is currently signalized, with dedicated left turn lanes and channelized right turn lanes. There are
intermittent sidewalks along SR 5/US 78 and no pedestrian treatments on SR 6/US 278. There are marked
pedestrian crossings at the intersection. There are numerous driveways providing access into the adjacent
businesses in three of the four intersection quadrants. These driveways are located approximately 200-300 feet
from the intersection which contributes to weaving movements from vehicles entering and exiting the driveways.

In 2008, the Atlanta Regional Commission (ARC) completed a SR 6 transportation corridor study which identified
the need for operational improvements at this intersection. In 2015, GDOT'’s Office of Planning completed the SR
6 Access Management Plan. This study identified the need for safety and operational improvements to the
intersection and recommended the improvements include an alternative intersection design. The project location
is shown in Figure 1.

Figure 1. Project Location Map
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According to the Traffic Analysis and Data Applications (TADA), the 2018 average Annual Daily Traffic (AADT) on
SR 5 and SR 6 was 18,700 and 43,800 respectively. SR 5 truck percentage is approximately 5% and the SR 6 truck
percentage is approximately 11%. The 2018 level of service (LOS) for SR 5 and SR 6 is E. By 2050, the projected
volumes of the roadways using a growth rate of 1.05 exceeds the threshold of a 4-lane capacity and therefore is
expected to operate at a LOS of F.
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The development in each of the quadrants of the intersection is light commercial, including auto dealers, retail, and
services. Slightly further southeast along SR 6, approximately 0.60 miles, there is a concentration of heavy
commercial, warehousing and distribution centers, and manufacturing uses. These uses contribute directly to the
higher truck volume percentage along SR 6. The nearby developments and the proximity to the proposed project
area are shown in Figure 2.

Figure 2. Adjacent Land Uses

Crash rates for the primary corridor SR 6 is lower than the statewide averages for urban principal arterials. For
2015-2018, crash rates per million vehicle miles (MVM) were 438, 395, 406 respectively compared to statewide
averages of 628, 615, and 581 for urban principal arterials. There were no fatalities reported. Rear-end crashes
accounted for 55% of all crashes at this intersection. Rear-end crashes are commonly associated with congestion.
Angle crashes accounted for 25% of the crashes followed by 13% of crashes accounting from sideswipes. Angle
crashes are commonly associated with turning movements, while sideswipes are associated with both turning
movements and congestion. Table 1 displays the crash data along SR 6.

Table 1. Crash Data

Year | Property | Rate | Injury | Rate | Fatality | Rate Rate Statewide
Average Rate
(MVM) (MVM) (MVM) (MVM) (MS\J/M)
2016 110 317 42 121 0 0 438 628
2017 100 288 37 107 0 0 395 615
2018 116 334 25 72 0 0 406 581
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Other programmed projects in the vicinity of this project include: safety and traffic flow improvements on Maxham
Road from SR 6 to Tree Terrace Pkwy (P.l. No. 0012621) and truck friendly lanes on SR 6 from 1-20 westbound to
SR 6 Spur (P.I. No. 0010821).

This project is justified by the need to improve current and future traffic mobility needs, reduce congestion, reduce
the frequency of crashes, and improve operations for trucks and passenger vehicles. These improvements will
address the major performance goal of addressing capacity and congestion issues with an additional benefit of
addressing safety.

Existing conditions:

Currently, SR 6/US 278 has 7 total 12-ft lanes with a raised median east of the SR 5/SR 6 intersection consisting
of 2 thru lanes traveling westbound, 3 thru lanes traveling eastbound and turning lanes on both approaches. SR
6/US 278 has 5 total 12-ft lanes west of the SR 5/SR 6 intersection consisting of 1 thru and 1 thru/right-turn traveling
eastbound with turn lanes and 2 thru lanes traveling westbound. There is curb and gutter along each side and
approach of SR 6 with no sidewalks. SR 6 consists of Structure ID 097-0006-0 which is a bridge crossing over
Sweetwater Creek.

SR 5/US 78 has 5 total 12-ft lanes south of the SR 5/SR 6 intersection consisting of 1 thru and 1 thru/right-turn lane
traveling northbound with turning lanes and 2 thru lanes traveling southbound. SR 5/US 78 has 5 total 12-ft lanes
north of the intersection of SR 5/SR 6 consisting of 2 thru lanes traveling northbound and 1 thru, 1 thru/right-turn,
and 1 left turn lane traveling southbound. There is curb and gutter along each side and approach of SR 5 with 5-ft
sidewalks along the right side of the northern portion of the roadway.

Other projects in the area:
* PI'No. 0012621, Safety and traffic flow improvements
* PI'No. 0010821, Truck friendly lanes, SR 6 from 1-20 WB to SR 6 Spur

MPO: Atlanta TMA TIP #: N/A
Congressional District(s): 13

Federal Oversight: [1PoDlI [O0Exempt X State Funded O Other

Projected Traffic (SR 6): 24 HR T: 18.0 % Current Year (2018): 39,400
Open Year (2028): 43,575 Design Year (2048): 53,175
Projected Traffic (SR 5): 24 HR T:_11.0 % Current Year (2018): 18,900

Open Year (2028): 20,725 Design Year (2048): 25,275

Traffic Projections Performed by: GDOT Office of Planning
Date approved by the GDOT Office of Planning:  8/6/2018

AASHTO Functional Classification (Mainline): Principal Arterial
AASHTO Context Classification (Mainline): Urban

AASHTO Project Type (Mainline/Quadrant): New Construction
AASHTO Project Type (SR 5/SR 6): Construction on existing roads
Is the project located on a NHS roadway? ] No Yes

Complete Streets - Bicycle, Pedestrian, and/or Transit Standard Warrants:
Warrants met: ] None Bicycle Pedestrian Transit
-Pedestrian Warrant #1: Pedestrian travel generators including commercial areas located along the
intersection of SR 5 and SR 6. The intersection is less than 0.5 miles to Woodrow Wilson Park, 3.0 miles
to Sweetwater Creek State Park and less than 1 mile from Elementary School.
-Transit Warrant #1: Corridor served by fixed-route transit — GRTA Express Thorton Road and Bankhead
Highway Stop
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-Bicycle Warrant #3: Along project alignments with bicycle travel generators and destinations: The

intersection is less than 0.5 miles to Woodrow Wilson Park, 3.0 miles to Sweetwater Creek State Park and
less than 1 mile from Elementary School.

Is this a 3R (Resurfacing, Restoration, & Rehabilitation) Project? No L] Yes

Pavement Evaluation and Recommendations

Initial Pavement Evaluation Summary Report Required? 1 No Yes
Feasible Pavement Alternatives: L HMA LJ PCC HMA & PCC
Is the project located on a Special Roadway or Network? ] No Yes Network

* SR 6is located on the Atlanta Strategic Truck Network and ARC Regional Thoroughfare Network

Is the project located on or intersect an RTOP corridor? ] No Yes

Is Federal Aviation Administration coordination anticipated? No ] Yes

DESIGN AND STRUCTURAL

Description of the proposed project:

This project is located in Douglas County at the intersection of SR 5/US 78 and SR 6/US 278, approximately 1.2
miles southwest of Austell and 1 mile east of Lithia Springs. This project consists of a newly constructed Quadrant
Roadway throughout the Northwest area of the intersection connecting SR 5 and SR 6 SR 6/US 278 in order to
improve current and future traffic mobility needs, reduce congestion, reduce the frequency of crashes and improve
operations for trucks and passenger vehicle. The project is approximately 0.75 miles in length. Minor widening will
occur along SR 5 and SR 6 in order to accommodate extra capacity. This includes a right turn lane along the
northern leg of SR 6 turning onto the Quadrant Roadway, widening the southern leg of SR 6 before the intersection
in order to accommodate 3 thru lanes and 1 right turn lane as well as widening the eastern leg of SR 5 in order to
accommodate a free flow right turn movement for traffic traveling southbound from the Quadrant Roadway. A raised
median varying from 7-14-ft as well as a 14-ft flushed median will be added along SR 5. A 16-ft raised median will
be added along SR 6. A 10-ft multi-use path will be added along the right hand side of the quadrant, the left hand
side of the northern and southern legs of SR 5, the right hand side of the western leg of SR 6 and a portion of the
left hand side of the western leg of SR 6.

Major Structures:

Structure Existing Proposed
Structure ID SR 6 consists of Structure ID 097-0006-0 No impacts anticipated (Quadrant)
097-0006-0 which is a bridge that crosses over

Sweetwater Creek. The bridge consists of
7 12-ft lanes with 3 spans of steel beams
on concrete caps and concrete columns.
The bridge deck width is 115-ft 2.5-in and
the bridge roadway width is 111-ft 11-in.
There is a 4-ft raised concrete median
along the middle of the bridge, a 12-ft
outside shoulder in the NB direction and
10-ft outside shoulder in the SB direction.
The total length of the bridge is 250—ft. The
sufficiency rating of the bridge is 63.5.

Accelerated Bridge Construction (ABC) techniques anticipated: No ] Yes
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Mainline Design Features:

SR 6/US 278 Functional Classification: Principal Arterial
Feature Existing *Policy Proposed
Typical Section:
- Number of Lanes 4/6 5/6
- Lane Width(s) (-ft) 12-ft 12-ft 12-ft
. . 4-ft Raised 20 or 24-ft Raised .
- Median Width (-ft) & Type Median Median 16-ft Raised
- Border Area Width (-ft) Unknown 10-ft 12t
- Cross Slope (%) Unknown 2% 2%
- Outside Shoulder Slope (%) Unknown 6% 6%
5-ft Concrete &
- Sidewalks (-ft) 5-ft Concrete 5-ft Concrete 10-ft Concrete
MU Path
- Auxiliary Lanes (#lanes/-ft width) 2 12-ft 2 12-ft
- Bike Accommodations None 4-ft Bike Lane 10-ft glautII:l-Use
Posted Speed (mph) 45 MPH 45 MPH
Design Speed (mph) 45 MPH 45 MPH 45 MPH
Minimum Horizontal Curve Radius (-ft) Unknown >711-ft 2738-ft
Maximum Superelevation Rate (%) Unknown 4% Unknown
Maximum Grade (%) Unknown 7% Unknown
Access Control Permit Permit Permit
Design Vehicle >WB40 WB-67
Check Vehicle N/A N/A
Pavement Type Asphalt/Concrete Asphalt/Concrete

*According to current GDOT Design Policy if applicable
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SR 5/US 78 Functional Classification: Minor Arterial

Feature Existing *Policy Proposed
Typical Section:
- Number of Lanes 4 4
- Lane Width(s) (-ft) 12-ft 12-ft 12-ft

. Varies 7 — 12-ft
- Median Width (-ft) & Type 4-ft Raised 14-ft Flushed Raised, 14-ft
Median Median
Flushed

- Border Area Width (-ft) Unknown 10-ft 12t
- Cross Slope (%) 2% 2% 2%
- Outside Shoulder Slope (%) 6% 6% 6%

- Sidewalks (-ft)

5-ft Concrete

5-ft Concrete

5-ft Concrete &
10-ft Concrete

MU Path
- Auxiliary Lanes (#lanes/-ft width) 1 12-ft None
- Bike Accommodations None 4-ft Bike Lane 10-ft II:\’IIautII:I-Use
Posted Speed (mph) 45 MPH 45 MPH
Design Speed (mph) 45 MPH 45 MPH 45 MPH
Minimum Horizontal Curve Radius (-ft) 1075-ft >711-ft 1075-ft
Maximum Superelevation Rate (%) 4% 4% 4%
Maximum Grade (%) 7% 7% 7%
Access Control Permit Permit Permit
Design Vehicle >WB40 WB-67
Check Vehicle N/A N/A
Pavement Type Asphalt Asphalt

*According to current GDOT Design Policy if applicable
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Quadrant Functional Classification: Minor Arterial
Feature Existing *Policy Proposed

Typical Section:
- Number of Lanes N/A 4
- Lane Width(s) (-ft) N/A 12-ft 12-ft

. . N/A 20 or 24-ft Raised .
- Median Width (-ft) & Type Median 20-ft Raised
- Border Area Width (-ft) N/A 10-ft 12-t
- Cross Slope (%) N/A 2% 2%
- Outside Shoulder Slope (%) N/A 6% 6%

N/A 5-ft Concrete &
- Sidewalks (-ft) 5-ft Concrete 10-ft Concrete
MU Path

- Auxiliary Lanes (#lanes/-ft width) N/A None
- Bike Accommodations N/A 4-ft Bike Lane 10-ft Illllautlrt‘l-Use
Posted Speed (mph) N/A 35 MPH
Design Speed (mph) N/A 35 MPH 35 MPH
Minimum Horizontal Curve Radius (-ft) N/A >371-ft 666-ft
Maximum Superelevation Rate (%) N/A 4% 4%
Maximum Grade (%) N/A 7% 7%
Access Control N/A Permit Permit
Design Vehicle N/A WB-67
Check Vehicle N/A N/A
Pavement Type N/A Asphalt

*According to current GDOT Design Policy if applicable

Design Exceptions/Design Variances to FHWA or GDOT Controlling Criteria anticipated:

FHWA or GDOT Controlling Criteria No Undetermined Yes DE or A.pprov.al Date

DV (if applicable)
1. Design Speed ] ]
2. Design Loading Structural Capacity [l [l
3. Stopping Sight Distance O Ol
4. Horizontal Curve Radius [l ]
5. Maximum Grade Ol Ol
6. Vertical Clearance O O
7. Superelevation Rate O Ul
8. Lane Width Ol ]
9. Cross Slope O Ul
10. Shoulder Width O Ol
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Design Variances to GDOT Standard Criteria anticipated:

GDOT Standard Criteria No | Undetermined | Yes | ‘PprovalDate

(if applicable)
1. Access Control O U]
2. Shoulder Width O Ol
3. Intersection Sight Distance ] O
4. Intersection Skew Angle O U]
5. Tangent Lengths on Reverse Curves ] ]
6. Lateral Offset to Obstruction [l O
7. Rumble Strips O O
8. Safety Edge O U]
9. Median Usage O Ol
10. Roundabout lllumination Levels [l O
11. Complete Streets Warrants O [
12. ADA Requirements in PROWAG [l O
13. GDOT Construction Standards O O
14. GDOT Drainage Manual [l O

*A Design Variance is proposed for the raised median along SR 6. A 16-ft raised median is proposed
which does not meet the GDOT required minimum of 20-ft. A Design Variance is also proposed for the
raised median along SR 5 varying from 7-12-ft which does not meet the required 20-ft minimum.

VE Study anticipated: No [lYes [1 Completed: N/A
Lighting Required: No [lYes

Off-site Detours Anticipated: No ] Undetermined O Yes

If yes: Roadway type to be closed: [ Local Road [ State Route
Detour Route selected: [ Local Road [ State Route
District Concurrence w/Detour Route: [1 No/Pending [ Received Date

Transportation Management Plan [TMP] Required: [ No Yes
If Yes: Project classified as: Non-Significant ] Significant
TMP Components Anticipated: TTC TO PI

INTERCHANGES AND INTERSECTIONS
Interchanges/Major Intersections: SR 5/US 78 at SR 6/US 278

Intersection Control Evaluation (ICE) Required: 1 No Yes

Roundabout Concept Validation Required: No []Yes [ Completed N/A
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UTILITY AND PROPERTY

Railroad Involvement: None

Utility Involvements:

-Overhead Electric, Cable and Phone distribution lines running primarily along the east shoulder of SR 5 within V4
mile if the intersection and running along the south shoulder of SR 6 throughout the project footprint.
-Underground gas line running along the north shoulder of SR 6 and attached to the bottom of the bridge
superstructure.

-Water lines running along west shoulder of SR 5 approximately 30-ft from the edge of pavement. No evident
sanitary sewer facilities along SR 5 or SR 6.

-Pumping Station located just SW of existing bridge.

Utility Owners:
» Austell Gas Company
* ATT Telecom
» Comcast Telecom
» Cobb County Sewer
» Douglas County Water & Sewer Authority Water
e Douglas County Water & Sewer Authority Sewer
« GAB811
» Georgia Power
» Greystone Power Corporation Electric
e Sync Global Telecom
» Zayo Fiber Solutions Telecom

SUE Required: ] No Yes ] Undetermined
Public Interest Determination Policy and Procedure recommended: No ] Yes
Right-of-Way (ROW): Existing width: Varies 109-180 ft. Proposed width: Varies 120-180 ft.
Required Right-of-Way anticipated: [1 None Yes 1 Undetermined
Easements anticipated: (] None Temporary [ Permanent* [ Utility [ Other
* Permanent easements include the right to place utilities.
Anticipated total number of impacted parcels: 17
Businesses: 1
D. Pass
Displacements anticipated: Residences: 0 10/6/20
Other: 0
Total Displacements: 1
Location and Design approval: [ Not Required Required
Impacts to USACE property anticipated: No ] Yes [J Undetermined
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ENVIRONMENTAL & PERMITS

Anticipated Environmental Document: Document Type NONE

Level of Environmental Analysis:

The environmental considerations noted below are based on preliminary desktop or screening level
environmental analysis and are subject to revision after the completion of resource identification, delineation,
and agency concurrence.

[0 The environmental considerations noted below are based on the completion of resource identification,
delineation, and agency concurrence.

GDOT MS4 Permit Compliance - Is the project located in a GDOT MS4 area? L] No X Yes
If yes, is the GDOT MS4 Permit anticipated to apply to all or part of this project? I No Yes
Is Non-MS4 water quality mitigation anticipated? No L] Yes

Environmental Permits/Variances/Commitments/Coordination anticipated:

Permit/Variance/Commitment/
Coordination Anticipated No Yes Remarks
1. U.S. Coast Guard Permit ]
2. Forest Service/NPS O
3. CWA Section 404 Permit ]
4. Tennessee Valley Authority Permit ]
5. USACE Real Estate Outgrant ]
6. Buffer Variance O
7. Coastal Zone Management Coordination ]
8. NPDES ]
9. FEMA ]
10. Cemetery Permit ]
11. Other Permits ]
12. Other Commitments ]
13. Other Coordination ]
Is a PAR required? No L] Yes [J Completed Date

Environmental Comments and Information:
NEPA/GEPA:

Anticipated Document: State-funded; No previously approved environmental documents.
Section 6(f): Not anticipated based on early coordination with DNR.

Ecology:

Informal Section 7 consultation anticipated from federally protected bat (northern long-eared) due to
potential for tree-clearing. Habitat to be assessed for federally protected dwarf sumac, white fringeless
orchid, little amphianthus, and state-protected pink ladyslipper within forested areas.

Occurrences of pink ladyslipper and bald eagle near the APE; Historic occurrences of state-protected
highscale shiner and Chattahoochee crayfish near the APE; bridge/culvert surveys needed for roosting
birds or bats.

One stream (Sweetwater Creek), one wetland system and one open water identified during desktop survey.
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History:
» 15 parcels (based on 1968) were identified within the project footprint and viewshed of the 400-ft buffer of
the project corridor.
e Bridge No. 097-0006-0 is not eligible for the NRHP
» High number of historic resources within project area results in high probability of eligible resources.
Distance from existing edge of pavement to resources indicated that physical impacts would be limited and
displacements are not anticipated.

Archeology:
» Georgia Archaeological Site Files were not reviewed so resource-specific risks for archaeology were not
assessed.

* No APRA of GADNR permit anticipated.
» Frog Rock Property owned by City of Austell located north of the project limits. Property may be part of
Louise Suggs Memorial Park. No physical impacts to the park or site anticipated.

Air Quality:
Is the project located in an Ozone Non-attainment area? L1 No Yes
Is a Carbon Monoxide hotspot analysis required? ] No Yes

Noise Effects: Low concern as the project is proposed as state funded. The lane configuration would not increase
capacity and existing non-residential development along the corridor. A noise study will not be required unless there
are adverse impacts to NRHP-eligible resources.

Public Involvement:

e Community Resources: 2 churches, one GA Xpress commuter bus stop identified.

» Businesses: Approximately 20 businesses were identified immediately along the corridor, 6 of which are
auto dealerships or provide auto services which may handle hazardour material. Norfolk Southern has also
been identified as a stakeholder as a high percentage of truck traffic is generated from Whittaker Yard.

* Potential Controversy: Controversy anticipated from businesses, nearby residents and community
resources if displacements occur or access points change. Could have a concern over GA Xpress access
during and after construction.

» Stakeholder Risks: Potential concern for access to businesses within the footprint of the corridor;
specifically at the NW (Acceptance Auto Sales) and SW (U.S. Auto Sales) corner.

* Public Involvement Risks: Outreach would be needed to educate the public about quadrant roadway.

»  Type of Public Involvement anticipated: PIOH

Major stakeholders:
» City of Douglasville
e Douglas County
* Traveling Public
» Acceptance Auto Sales
* U.S. Auto Sales
e Arby's
* RideTime Inc.
* Food Depot

CONSTRUCTION

Issues potentially affecting constructability/construction schedule:
» High traffic volumes may require construction time restrictions

Early Completion Incentives recommended for consideration: No L] Yes
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COORDINATION, ACTIVITIES, RESPONSIBILITIES, AND COSTS

P.I. Number: 0013733

Initial Concept Team Meeting: The Initial Concept Meeting was held on August 30, 2019 at One Georgia Center.

Concept Team Meeting: The Concept Team Meeting was held on May 22, 2020 via a virtual meeting. Minutes

can be found in Attachment 12.

Project Activity

Party Responsible for Performing Task(s)

Concept Development

GDOT - Office of Roadway Design

Design

GDOT - Office of Roadway Design

Right-of-Way Acquisition

GDOT - Office of Right of Way

Utility Coordination (Preconstruction)

GDOT - Office of Utilities

Utility Relocation (Construction)

Utility Owners

Letting to Contract

GDOT - Office of Construction Bidding Administration

Construction Supervision

GDOT - District 7 Construction

Providing Material Pits

Contractor

Providing Detours

Contractor

Environmental Studies, Documents, & Permits

GDOT - Environmental Services

Environmental Mitigation

GDOT - Environmental Services

Construction Inspection & Materials Testing

GDOT — Materials & Research Office

Project Cost Estimate Summary and Funding Responsibilities:.

PE Activities
PE Section rRow |Reimbursable csT* Total Cost
Fundi 404 Utilities
unding Mitigation
Date of
: ] 1/16/2018 | 5/6/2020 9/10/2020 6/1/2020 9/30/2020
Estimate:
Funded By: GDOT GDOT GDOT N/A GDOT
Proggzg:med $1,000,000.00 $7,200,000.00 $0.00 $9,000,000.00 $17,200,000.00
Esgr:satt.ed $1,000,000.00 | $70,000.00 $2,945,000.00 $975,000.00 $10,627,292.15 $15,617,292.15
Total Cost
Difference: $1,582,707.85

*CST Cost includes: Construction, Engineering and Inspection, Contingencies and Liquid AC Cost Adjustment.
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ALTERNATIVES DISCUSSION

Alternative selection:

Preferred Alternative: The preferred alternative will add a Quadrant Roadway to the NW quadrant of the
intersection along with minimal widening along SR 5 and SR 6. The proposed typical section of the
Quadrant consists of 4 12-ft travel lanes (two in each direction), a 20-ft wide raised median, and a 12-ft
overall shoulder containing curb and gutter and 5-ft sidewalks. In addition, SR 5 and SR 6 will require

widening in order to achieve adequate capacity throughout the intersection.
Estimated Property Impacts: | 17 Estimated Total Cost: $15,617,292.15
Estimated ROW Cost: | $2,945,000.00 Estimated CST Time: 30 Months

Rationale: Based on the approved traffic study, the SR 5/SR 6 intersection will be operating at a LOS F by
2028 in the no-build alternative. This alternative would improve intersection capacity and is expected to
operate at a LOS C (AM) and LOS C (PM) in the design year of 2048. The Quadrant alternative provides
significant crash reduction. The Quadrant will have minimal Environmental impacts as it will not require
widening of the bridge over Sweetwater Creek unlike the other alternatives. The design of the Quadrant
lends itself to easier staging which will have less impact on the traveling public. This alternative has a lower
construction cost than the other alternatives while providing similar capacity improvements.

Alternative 1: A 2-Leg Continuous Flow Intersection proposed along SR 6

Estimated Property Impacts: | 17 Estimated Total Cost: $16,002,556.60

Estimated ROW Cost: | $698,000.00 Estimated CST Time: 30 Months
Rationale: Based on the approved traffic study, the SR 5/SR 6 intersection will be operating ata LOS F
by 2028 in the no-build alternative. This alternative would improve intersection capacity and is expected to
operate at a LOS C in the design year of 2048. This alternative varies from the preferred in that the
intersection would be fully reconstructed into a 2-leg Continuous Flow Intersection. While the CFI provides
similar safety and capacity benefits as the preferred alternative, it will have significant Environmental
impacts as it will require widening of the bridge over Sweetwater Creek as well as affect a potential
eligible archaeological site east of the bridge over Sweetwater Creek. The staging of the CFl is similar in
practice and ease to the preferred alternative. The construction cost for the CFl is more expensive than
the preferred alternative while providing similar benefits. It is for these reasons this alternative is not
recommended for implementation.

Alternative 2: Signalized Intersection with Widening
Estimated Property Impacts: | 17 Estimated Total Cost: $7,195,701.20

Estimated ROW Cost: | $698,000.00 Estimated CST Time: 24 Months
Rationale: Based on the approved traffic study, the SR 5/SR 6 intersection will be operating ata LOS F
by 2028 in the no-build alternative. This alternative would slightly improve intersection capacity but is
expected to operate at a LOS F in the design year of 2048. This alternative varies from the preferred in
that the intersection would be widened to accommodate dual lefts on SR 6. Though this alternative will
add capacity to the left turning movements it will not provide adequate capacity improvements. This
alternative will have significant Environmental impacts as it will require widening of the bridge over
Sweetwater Creek as well as affect a potential eligible archaeological site. The staging of the widening will
cause significant impacts on the travelling public. It is for these reasons this alternative is not
recommended for implementation.

No-Build Alternative: No improvements made to the existing intersection
Estimated Property Impacts: | None Estimated Total Cost: | $0.00
Estimated ROW Cost: | $0.00 Estimated CST Time: | None

Rationale: The traffic volume along SR 6 and SR 5 is expected to increase in the design year. The
increased volume is expected to create more congestion and worsen traffic conditions.
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County: Douglas

ALTERNATIVES ANALYSIS & SELECTION

P.l. Number: 0013733

Preferred Alternative

Quadrant Intersection

Alternative 1

Continuous Flow

Alternative 2

Intersection Widening

LOS C (23.7 s Delay)

(32.8 s Delay)

Intersection

CST Cost: $10,627,292.15 $13,229,556.60 $4,422,701.20
CST Duration: 30 30 24
ROW Cost: $2,945,000.00 $698,000.00 $698,000.00
Impacted Parcels: 17 17 17
Residential 0 0 0
Displacements:
Commercial 1 0 0
Displacements:
Capacity & Operations 2048 AM Build: 2048 AM Build: 2048 AM Build:
Considerations: LOS C (20.4 s Delay) | LOS C (28.8sDelay) | LOS F (161.2 s Delay)

2048 PM Build: 2048 PM Build: LOS C 2048 PM Build:

LOS F (420.9 s Delay)

Environmental Impacts:

Low —

No impact to
Sweetwater Creek.
Quadrant may

High -Significant
impact to Sweetwater
Creek as bridge will
require widening,

High -Significant impact
to Sweetwater Creek as
bridge will require
widening, Potential

Quadrant

Permitted Access —
SR 5

Limited Access — SR
6 Northern Leg

Permitted Access —
SR 6 Southern Leg

5

Limited Access — SR 6
Northern Leg

Permitted Access — SR
6 Southern Leg

. . Potential Archaeological site E of
require a cross drain . . >
Archaeological site E bridge
for a creek. -
of bridge

Mitigation Cost: $70,000.00 $100,000.00 Not Estimated
Utility Cost/Impacts: $975,000.00 Not Estimated Not Estimated
Off-site Detour None None None
Length/Duration:
Access: Permitted Access — | Permitted Access — SR | Permitted Access — SR 5

Limited Access — SR 6
Northern Leg

Permitted Access — SR 6
Southern Leg
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P.l. Number: 0013733

Critical Constraints:

Preferred to tie in
before bridge over
Sweetwater Creek,

Northern leg of
quadrant must tie in
after commercial
businesses

Pumping station on
east leg of SR 6

Pumping station on east
leg of SR 6
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N CONC MEDIAN, 6 IN
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3. DETAILED COST ESTIMATES
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Georgia
Department
of Transportation

Interoffice Memo

SR 5/US 78 @ SR 6/US 278 - QUADRANT

FILE
PINUMBER |0013733 PROJECT
OFFICE Program Delivery DESCRIPTION
DATE Wednesday, September 30, 2020
From: Kim Nesbitt, State Program Delivery Administrator
To: Erik Rohde, P.E., State Project Review Engineer
via email Mailbox: CostEstimatesandUpdates@dot.ga.gov
Subject: REVISIONS TO PROGRAMMED COSTS

Project Manager:

Obi Ezenekwe

Management Let Date: 4/15/2023
Management Right of Way Date: 1/15/2022
Cost Estimate Review Iteration

Date of Submittal #1 09/30/2020

Date of Submittal #2

Date of Submittal #3

Summary of Programmed Costs and Proposed Revised Costs:

Cost Estimate Amounts

Estimate Type (T-Pro Without Inflation) Last Estimate Date Revised Cost Estimate
CONSTRUCTION $9,000,000.00 09/30/2020 $10,627,292.15
RIGHT OF WAY $7,200,000.00 09/10/2020 $2,945,000.00
UTILITIES $0.00 06/01/2020 $975,000.00

Explanation for Cost Change and Contingency Justification:

Original programmed costs were for a preferred alternative of a Continuous Flow Intersection. Based on the ICE process it was found that a Quadrant
Roadway should be the preferred alternative for this project. A 20% contingency was chosen based on recommendations of GDOT Policy 3A-9 for
Reconstruction/Rehabilitation Added Capacity 10%-20%.

Attachments:

REVISIONS TO PROGRAMMED COSTS TEMPLATE - REVISED 09/18/2019

PAGE 1


mailto:CostEstimatesandUpdates@dot.ga.gov?subject=

Georgia
i Department
of Transportation

Desian Phase Leader Validation of Final QC/QA for Construction Cost Estimate Used In This Revision to Programmed Costs:

Interoffice Memo

Consultant Company or GDOT Design Office: |GDOT Office of Roadway Design
Printed Name: Steven Boockholdt, P.E.

Title: Design Group Manager
Signature:

Date: 9/30/2020

FOR PROJECTS WITH A LOCAL SPONSOR
If the project has a local sponsor, the project manager should ensure that the local authority completes the following validation indicating that it has reviewed
the construction cost estimate and whether it is in concurrence with the construction costs presented.

Please select the appropriate validation below upon review of the cost estimate:
@ lacknowledae that | have reviewed the proiect construction cost estimate and concur with the costs presented.

@ | acknowledae that | have reviewed the proiect construction cost estimate but do not concur with the costs presented.

Please provide an explanation for non-
concurrence.

Local Authority Name and Title:

Local Authority Signature:

Date:
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GD

Cost Estimate Worksheet:

Georgia
Department

of Transportation

Interoffice Memo

CONSTRUCTION COST ESTIMATE (Required base estimate entered from CES and should not include E&I). > $ 8,089,108.62
ENGINEERING AND INSPECTION (The default E&I percentage is 5.0%, but may be adjusted per project scope.) > $ 404,455.43
Construction Cost E&l Percentage E&I Cost
B [¢] D=BxC
$ 8,089,108.62 5% $ 404,455.43
CONTINGENCY (Refer to the Risk and Contingencies Table included in GDOT Policy 3A-9 Cost Estimating Purpose) — ! $ 169871281
Construction Cost E&I Cost Construction + E&I Contingency Percentage Contingency Cost
E F G=E+F H I1=GxH
$ 8,089,108.62 | $ 404,455.43| $ 8,493,564.05 20% $ 1,698,712.81
ASPHALT FUEL PRICE ADJUSTMENT (Leave blank if not applicable) — Q $ 435,015.29
Date Sep 2020
Regular Unleaded $2.047/ GAL Current Asphalt Fuel Index Prices can be found at the link below:
Diesel $2.471/ GAL http:/www.dot.ga.gov/PS/Materials/AsphaltFuelindex
Liquid AC $425.00/ TON
Liquid AC Monthly
Total Monthly |Monthly Asphalt Asphalt
Percentage of Tons of Tonnage of Cement Price Cement Price
Asphaltic Asphaltic Asphalt month project month placed | Price Adjustment
Tons Concrete Concrete | Cement (TMT) let (APL) Max. Cap (APM) (PA)
M = Sum of
Columns L, T & Q=[((P-N)/N)]
Description J K L=JxK w N (0] P =(NxO)+N xMxN
Levelina 0.00TN 5.00% 0.00TN | 1705.94TN | $425.00/ TON 60% $  680.00[$ 43501529
Patchina 0.00 TN 5.00% 0.00 TN
9.5 mm SP 769.39 TN 5.00% 38.47 TN
12.5 OGFC 0.00 TN 5.00% 0.00 TN
12.5 PEM 0.00 TN 5.00% 0.00 TN
12.5 mm SP 28142.00 TN 5.00% 1407.10 TN
19 mm SP 1377.00 TN 5.00% 68.85 TN
25 mm SP 3723.00 TN 5.00% 186.15 TN
Bituminous Tack Coat GL/TN Tons
Tack Coat  |Description R S T=R/S
Tack Coat 1250.92 GL 232.8234 GL/TN 5.37 TN
Bituminous SY GL/SY N
Tack Coat W=UxV)/
(Surface (232.8234
Treatment) |Description V] \4 GL/TN)
Single Surface
Treatment 0.00 8Y 0.20 GI/SY 0.00 TN
Double Surface
Treatment 0.00 SY 0.44 GI/SY 0.00 TN
Triple
Surface
Treatment 0.00 SY 0.71 GI/SY 0.00 TN
CONSTRUCTION TOTAL COST — X=A+D++Q | $  10,627,292.15
RIGHT OF WAY COST — Y $ 2,945,000.00
Z = Sum of $ 975,000.00

UTILITIES COST (Provided by Utility Office) —
Reimbursable

Costs

Reimbursable Cost Reimbursable Cost

225,000.00

Utility Owner Utility Owner
Georgia Power Company Distribution
Georgia Power Company Transmission

Greystone Power

500,000.00
150,000.00

Comcast Communications/CATV

Douglasville Douglas County Water and Sewer

Cobb County Water System
Austell Gas

Bellsouth 100,000.00

AT&T Communications
Sync Global
Zayo

o [ep [ep [ |en |0 |en |0 [ [@ [
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Project Cost Estimate

(e R e s )|

Projects Cost Estimate

Processed on: Sep-30-2020 01:13 PM

CONCEPT NAME: 0013733 COST ESTIMATE NAME: 0013733
SPEC YEAR: 13

ITEM HISTORY: BHP-ALL - Statewide - 24 months

DESCRIPTION: SR 5/US 78 @ SR 6/US 278

ESTIMATE PHASE: 2-DE - Designers Estimate

ITEMS FOR CONCEPT NAME 0013733

0100 - ROADWAY

5 150-1000 1.00 | LS $250,000.00 | TRAFFIC CONTROL - 0013733 $250,000.00
10 153-1300 1.00 | EA $86,258.21 | FIELD ENGINEERS OFFICE TP 3 $86,258.21
15 210-0100 1.00 | LS $2,000,000.00 | GRADING COMPLETE - 0013733 $2,000,000.00
20 156-0100 1.00 | LS $10,000.00 | GPS DATA COLLECTION AND SUBMITTAL $10,000.00
25 641-5015 2.00 EA $2,966.40 | GUARDRAIL TERMINAL, TP 12A, 31 IN, TANGENT, ENERGY-ABSORBING $5,932.80
30 641-1200 203.00 | LF $23.24 | GUARDRAIL, TP W $4,717.96
35 150-5010 2.00 EA $7,939.03 | TRAFFIC CONTROL, PORTABLE IMPACT ATTENUATOR $15,878.05
40 310-1101 9094.00 | TN $39.34 | GR AGGR BASE CRS, INCL MATL $357,783.97
45 402-3103 769.39 | TN $106.29 | RECYCLED ASPH CONC 9.5 MM SUPERPAVE, TYPE II, GP 2 ONLY, INCL BITUM MATL & $81,779.42
H LIME
50 402-3130 28142.00 | TN $79.74 | RECYCLED ASPH CONC 12.5 MM SUPERPAVE, GP 2 ONLY, INCL BITUM MATL & H LIME $2,243,996.08
55 402-3121 3723.00 | TN $112.38 | RECYCLED ASPH CONC 25 MM SUPERPAVE, GP 1 OR 2, INCL BITUM MATL & H LIME $418,392.27
60 402-3190 1377.00 | TN $137.06 | RECYCLED ASPH CONC 19 MM SUPERPAVE, GP 1 OR 2,INCL BITUM MATL & H LIME $188,729.72
65 413-0750 1250.92 | GL $3.76 | TACK COAT $4,704.12
70 439-0026 2706.64 | SY $95.00 | PLAIN PC CONC PVMT, CL 3 CONC, 12 INCH THK $257,130.80
75 432-0206 19822.00 | SY $5.45 | MILL ASPH CONC PVMT, 1 1/2 IN DEPTH $108,029.70
80 446-1100 2015.00 | LF $6.41 | PVMT REINF FABRIC STRIPS, TP 2, 18 INCH WIDTH $12,921.65
85 318-3000 200.00 TN $19.51 | AGGR SURF CRS $3,901.70
90 441-0104 6612.00 | SY $28.17 | CONC SIDEWALK, 4 IN $186,230.95
95 441-0108 20.00 | SY $75.74 | CONC SIDEWALK, 8 IN $1,514.85
100 441-0018 891.00 SY $66.47 | DRIVEWAY CONCRETE, 8 IN TK $59,222.90
105 441-6740 2838.00 | LF $17.16 | CONC CURB & GUTTER, 8 IN X 30 IN, TP 7 $48,699.14
110 441-4030 114.00 | SY $66.85 | CONC VALLEY GUTTER, 8 IN $7,620.36
115 441-0748 7640.00 | SY $43.98 | CONCRETE MEDIAN, 6 IN $335,975.72
120 441-6222 12229.00 | LF $13.37 | CONC CURB & GUTTER, 8 IN X 30 IN, TP 2 $163,487.54
125 634-1200 27.00 | EA $143.91 | RIGHT OF WAY MARKERS $3,885.69
140 620-0100 2500.00 | LF $43.99 | TEMPORARY BARRIER, METHOD NO. 1 $109,964.25
145 632-0003 2.00 EA $6,357.70 | CHANGEABLE MESSAGE SIGN, PORTABLE, TYPE 3 $12,715.40
ROADWAY Total $6,979,473.25
0200 - DRAINAGE
LineNumber fem  Quantty Unfts  Prce Desaripon . Amount
150 550-1240 292.00 | LF $50.80 | STORM DRAIN PIPE, 24 IN, H 1-10 $14,834.36
155 550-1360 259.00 | LF $90.48 | STORM DRAIN PIPE, 36 IN, H 1-10 $23,435.00
160 550-1180 1292.00 | LF $76.31 | STORM DRAIN PIPE, 18 IN, H 1-10 $98,598.02
165 668-1100 19.00 | EA $2,986.84 | CATCH BASIN, GP 1 $56,749.96
170 550-1300 10.00 | LF $100.18 | STORM DRAIN PIPE, 30 IN, H 1-10 $1,001.82
175 550-1420 530.00 | LF $107.02 | STORM DRAIN PIPE, 42 IN, H 1-10 $56,720.83
180 668-1105 7.00  EA $3,500.00 | CATCH BASIN, GP 1, SPCL DES $24,500.00
185 668-1200 4.00  EA $3,997.41 | CATCH BASIN, GP 2 $15,989.65
190 550-4230 2.00 EA $1,285.40 | FLARED END SECTION 30 IN, STORM DRAIN $2,570.79
195 550-4218 1.00 | EA $1,005.22 | FLARED END SECTION 18 IN, STORM DRAIN $1,005.22
200 550-4236 1.00 | EA $1,529.37 | FLARED END SECTION 36 IN, STORM DRAIN $1,529.37
205 668-2100 1.00 | EA $3,587.37 | DROP INLET, GP 1 $3,587.37
210 615-1000 203.00 | LF $321.02 | JACK OR BORE PIPE - STEEL, 0.625-IN, 36-IN $65,166.59
DRAINAGE Total $365,688.98

0300 - TEMPORARY EROSION CONTROL




215 163-0232 3.00 AC $299.80 | TEMPORARY GRASSING $899.39
220 163-0301 2.00 EA $1,889.31 | CONSTRUCT AND REMOVE CONSTRUCTION EXITS $3,778.62
225 165-0101 2.00 EA $582.84 | MAINTENANCE OF CONSTRUCTION EXIT $1,165.67
230 163-0550 22.00 EA $224.93 | CONSTRUCT AND REMOVE INLET SEDIMENT TRAP $4,948.55
235 165-0030 4010.00 | LF $0.54 | MAINTENANCE OF TEMPORARY SILT FENCE, TP C $2,179.84
240 165-0105 22.00 EA $83.83 | MAINTENANCE OF INLET SEDIMENT TRAP $1,844.17
245 167-1000 3.00 EA $317.58 | WATER QUALITY MONITORING AND SAMPLING $952.73
250 167-1500 30.00 MO $721.13 | WATER QUALITY INSPECTIONS $21,633.79
255 171-0030 8020.00 | LF $4.16 | TEMPORARY SILT FENCE, TYPE C $33,400.89
260 643-8200 500.00 | LF $2.58 | BARRIER FENCE (ORANGE), 4 FT $1,290.70
TEMPORARY EROSION CONTROL Total $72,094.35

0400 - PERMANENT EROSION CONTROL

265 163-0240 117.00 | TN $186.02 | MULCH $21,764.17
270 700-6910 6.00 AC $996.42 | PERMANENT GRASSING $5,978.54
275 700-7000 12.00 | TN $225.78 | AGRICULTURAL LIME $2,709.31
280 700-8000 2.00| TN $560.44 | FERTILIZER MIXED GRADE $1,120.89
285 700-8100 312.05 LB $6.07 | FERTILIZER NITROGEN CONTENT $1,894.21
290 716-2000 3000.00 | SY $1.80 | EROSION CONTROL MATS, SLOPES $5,403.36
295 603-2181 20.00 | SY $65.24 | STN DUMPED RIP RAP, TP 3, 18 IN $1,304.83
300 700-9300 1166.00 | SY $8.18 | SOD $9,537.45
305 603-7000 20.00 | SY $5.47 | PLASTIC FILTER FABRIC $109.41
310 711-0100 1684.00 | SY $4.04 | TURF REINFORCING MATTING, TP 1 $6,804.34
PERMANENT EROSION CONTROL Total $56,626.51

0500 - MS4

130 169-0006 1.00 | EA $10,000.00 | BIORETENTION BASIN MAINTENANCE $10,000.00
135 169-0005 1.00 | EA $50,000.00 | BIORETENTION BASIN, NO. - BIORETENTION BASIN NO. 1 $50,000.00
MS4 Total $60,000.00
0600 - SIGNING
415 636-1036 20.00  SF $23.39 | HIGHWAY SIGNS, TP 1 MATL, REFL SHEETING, TP 11 $467.79
425 636-2090 50.00 LF $9.50 | GALV STEEL POSTS, TP 9 $475.00
430 636-1033 100.00 | SF $23.13 | HIGHWAY SIGNS, TP 1 MATL, REFL SHEETING, TP 9 $2,313.16
435 636-2070 50.00 LF $12.02 | GALV STEEL POSTS, TP 7 $600.98
SIGNING Total $3,856.93

0610 - PAVEMENT MARKING

315 653-3502 354.00 | GLF $1.21 | THERMOPLASTIC SKIP TRAF STRIPE, 5 IN, YELLOW $429.52
320 653-4501 1.05 | GLM $1,549.96 | THERMOPLASTIC SKIP TRAF STRIPE, 5 IN, WHITE $1,627.45
325 653-2501 0.92 LM $3,107.34 | THERMOPLASTIC SOLID TRAF STRIPE, 5 IN, WHITE $2,858.75
330 653-1804 1696.00 | LF $2.53 | THERMOPLASTIC SOLID TRAF STRIPE, 8 IN, WHITE $4,293.05
335 653-1704 169.00 | LF $5.54 | THERMOPLASTIC SOLID TRAF STRIPE, 24 IN, WHITE $935.69
340 653-6006 304.00 SY $5.53 | THERMOPLASTIC TRAF STRIPING, YELLOW $1,681.71
345 653-6004 737.00 SY $5.35 | THERMOPLASTIC TRAF STRIPING, WHITE $3,943.50
350 653-1502 4085.00 | LF $0.49 | THERMOPLASTIC SOLID TRAF STRIPE, 5 IN, YELLOW $2,021.75
355 654-1003 396.00 EA $5.67 | RAISED PVMT MARKERS TP 3 $2,245.33
360 653-0110 21.00 EA $95.92 | THERMOPLASTIC PVMT MARKING, ARROW, TP 1 $2,014.30
365 653-0120 7.00 | EA $126.74 | THERMOPLASTIC PVMT MARKING, ARROW, TP 2 $887.15
370 653-0130 1.00 | EA $210.64 | THERMOPLASTIC PVMT MARKING, ARROW, TP 3 $210.64
375 655-6000 1.00 | EA $1,200.00 | PREFORMED PLASTIC PVMT MKG ARROW, CONTRAST (BLACK-WHITE), TP 1 $1,200.00
380 657-3054 9252.00 | GLF $3.59 | PREFORMED PLASTIC SKIP PYMT MKG, 5 IN, WHITE, TP PB $33,257.33
385 657-1085 73.92 | LF $9.43 | PREFORMED PLASTIC SOLID PVMT MKG, 8 IN, CONTRAST (BLACK-WHITE), TP PB $696.83
390 657-1244 108.00 | LF $23.99 | PREFORMED PLASTIC SOLID PVMT MKG, 24 IN, WHITE, TP PB $2,591.31
395 657-1054 8826.00 | LF $6.30 | PREFORMED PLASTIC SOLID PVMT MKG, 5 IN, WHITE, TP PB $55,600.80
400 657-7054 1.52 | LM $23,267.00  PREFORMED PLASTIC SOLID PVMT MKG, 5 IN, YELLOW, TP PB $35,365.84
405 657-5001 268.00 | SY $38.24 | PREFORMED PLASTIC PAVEMENT MARKING, WHITE, TP PB $10,249.23
410 657-5002 41.00 | SY $656.23 | PREFORMED PLASTIC PAVEMENT MARKING, YELLOW, TP PB $26,905.57
440 654-1001 91.00  EA $5.50 | RAISED PVMT MARKERS TP 1 $500.08
PAVEMENT MARKING Total $189,515.83

0700 - SIGNALS




ENGINEERING AND INSPECTION:

ESTIMATED COST WITH CONTINGENCY AND E&l:

420 639-3004 6.00 EA $12,808.79 | STEEL STRAIN POLE, TP IV $76,852.77
445 647-1000 1.00 | LS $85,000.00 | TRAFFIC SIGNAL INSTALLATION NO - 1 (QUADRANT @ SR 6/US 278) $85,000.00
450 647-1000 1.00 | LS $115,000.00 | TRAFFIC SIGNAL INSTALLATION NO - 2 (SR 5/US 78 @ SR 6/US 278) $115,000.00
455 647-1000 1.00 | LS $85,000.00 | TRAFFIC SIGNAL INSTALLATION NO - 3 (QUADRANT @ SR 5/US 278) $85,000.00
SIGNALS Total $361,852.77
TOTALS FOR CONCEPT NAME 0013733

ITEMS COST: $8,089,108.62

TYPICAL SECTION: $0.00

ESTIMATED COST: $8,089,108.62

CONTINGENCY PERCENT:

CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE: This document may contain confidential and/or privileged information. Any unauthorized duplication, disclosure,distribution/retransmission
of taking of any action in reliance upon the material in this document is strictly forbidden.




GEORGIA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
PRELIMINARY ROW COST ESTIMATE SUMMARY

Date: 9/10/20 Project: NA
Revised: County: DOUGLAS
Pl: 0013733

Description: SR5/US78 @ SR6/US 278 - QUADRANT
Project Termini:
Existing ROW: Varies
Parcels: 17 Required ROW: Varies

Land and Improvements $2,401,875.00

Proximity Damage 50.00

Consequential Damage $45,000.00
Cost to Cures $40,000,00

Trade Fixtures $20,000.00

Improvements ¢$950 000,00

Valuation Services $131,875.00
LegalServices $123,975.00
Relocation $81,000.00
Demolition 544,000.00
Administrative $161,500.00
TOTAL ESTIMATED COSTS $2,944,225.00
TOTAL ESTIMATED COSTS (ROUNDED) 52,945,000.00
Prepared By: Cheryl Worthy Pickett ﬁﬁy@@fif‘w 9/10/20
Print Name i Sig(ﬁqture | Date ‘
Cost Estimation Supervisor : \/C’\ RY\C\(u (I oy \‘e( \/O{D QLU\,LI é@'{f,&( q/ 9’“71/ :3()9(\)
Print Name Signature pate /

NOTE: Superviser is only attesting that the estimate was completed using the correct information provided for the the project.
The Supervisor is not attesting to property values or the accuracy of the market value estimations provided in this report. No
Market Appreciation is included in this Preliminarv Cost Estimate.

Comments: Parcel 8 is assumed to be a total take; which is a mulit-tenant(6) commercial structure.



Hardman, Lilian

From: Westberry, Lisa

Sent: Wednesday, May 6, 2020 1:21 PM

To: White, Davida; Boockholdt, Steven C; Hardman, Lilian

Cc: Burgess, Aaron

Subject: P1 0013733, Douglas County - Estimated Mitigation Cost for Concept Report

As requested, the estimated mitigation cost for the subject project is $70,000. This estimate is based on a review of aerial
photography, NWI mapping, and NRCS soil surveys and not an actual field verification. The total cost of mitigation credits
could remain the same or change once the ecology field survey is complete.

If you should have any questions or need any additional information, please do not hesitate to contact me.
Respectfully,

Lisa Westberry
Special Projects Coordinator

Georgia
i Department
of Transportation

Office of Environmental Services
One Georgia Center, 16™ Floor
600 West Peachtree Street, NW
Atlanta, GA, 30308
404.631.1772

You take every precaution - wash your hands, social distance, wear a mask. So, if you must drive, consider this ... higher
speeds make for more serious crashes. To decrease the odds of a serious crash increase the distance between you and
the vehicle in front of you. And slow down to the posted speed limit. Drive Alert Arrive Alive, Georgia.



FILE

FROM
TO

SUBJECT

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
STATE OF GEORGIA

INTERDEPARTMENT CORRESPONDENCE

Project No: n/a

County Douglas

P.L# 0013733

Description: SR 5/US 78 @ SR 6/US 278 - CFI

Shun Pringle, District Utilities Manager

Davida White, Project Manager

PRELIMINARY UTILITY COST ESTIMATE

Office:

Date:

District 7
June 1, 2020

A review of utilities located on the above referenced project has been conducted with a
design concept. Listed below is a breakdown of the anticipated reimbursable and non-

reimbursable cost.

Non-

Utility Owner Reimbursable . Estimate Based on
— | Reimbursable
Georgia Power Company Distribution $225,000.00 Site Visit / Available Drawings
Georgia Power Company Transmission $500,000.00 $0.00 Site Visit / Available Drawings
Greystone Power $150,000.00 $0.00 Site Visit / Available Drawings
Comcast Communications/CATV $0.00 $9,600.00 Site Visit / Available Drawings
SD:xg:asvnle Douglas County Water and $0.00 $44,000.00 Site Visit / Available Drawings
Cobb County Water System $0.00 $44,000.00 Site Visit / Available Drawings
Austell Gas $0.00 $96,000.00 Site Visit / Available Drawings
Bellsouth $100,000.00 $100,000.00 Site Visit / Available Drawings
AT&T Telecommunications $0.00 $0.00 Site Visit / Available Drawings
Sync Global $0.00 $14,400.00 Site Visit / Available Drawings
Zayo $0.00 $14,400.00 Site Visit / Available Drawings
Total 100.00% $975,000.00 $322,400.00
Department Responsibility 100.00% $975,000.00
Local Sponsor Responsibility ~ 0.00% $0.00 PFA Dated N/A with N/A

** |ndicates Potential Utility Aid Request from Local Gov't

Estimate is based on the best available information at the current stage, unforeseen prior rights
information may be provided by the Utility Company at a later date that could cause some non-
reimbursable costs to shift to the reimbursable cost column.

If additional information is needed, please contact Janique Jenkins at 770-216-3829.

cc: Patrick Allen, State Utilities Administrator
Marcela Coll, State Utilities Preconstruction Manager

Paul DeNard, District Preconstruction Engineer

Lankston Johnson, Area Manager
File
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Georgia
Department
of Transportation

FILE
PINUMBER (0013733 PROJECT
OFFICE Roadway Design DESCRIPTION
DATE Wednesday, September 30, 2020
From: Lily Hardman
To: Erik Rohde, P.E., State Project Review Engineer
via email Mailbox: CostEstimatesandUpdates@dot.ga.gov
Subject: REVISIONS TO PROGRAMMED COSTS

Project Manager:
Management Let Date:
Management Right of Way Date:

Cost Estimate Review Iteration

Interoffice Memo

SR 5/US 78 @ SR 6/US 278 - CFI

Obi Ezenekwe

Date of Submittal #1

09/30/2020

Date of Submittal #2

Date of Submittal #3

Summary of Programmed Costs and Proposed Revised Costs:

Cost Estimate Amounts

Estimate Type (T-Pro Without Inflation) Last Estimate Date Revised Cost Estimate
CONSTRUCTION $9,000,000.00 09/30/2020 $13,229,556.60
RIGHT OF WAY $7,200,000.00 09/10/2020 $698,000.00
UTILITIES $0.00 06/01/2020 $975,000.00

Explanation for Cost Change and Contingency Justification:

Original programmed costs were for a preferred alternative of a Continuous Flow Intersection. Based on the ICE process it was found that a Quadrant
Roadway should be the preferred alternative for this project. A 20% contingency was chosen based on recommendations of GDOT Policy 3A-9 for
Reconstruction/Rehabilitation Added Capacity 10%-20%.

Attachments:

REVISIONS TO PROGRAMMED COSTS TEMPLATE - REVISED 09/18/2019
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Georgia
i Department
of Transportation

Desian Phase Leader Validation of Final QC/QA for Construction Cost Estimate Used In This Revision to Programmed Costs:

Interoffice Memo

Consultant Company or GDOT Design Office: |GDOT Office of Roadway Design
Printed Name: Steven Boockholdt

Title: Design Phase Leader

Signature:

Date:

FOR PROJECTS WITH A LOCAL SPONSOR
If the project has a local sponsor, the project manager should ensure that the local authority completes the following validation indicating that it has reviewed
the construction cost estimate and whether it is in concurrence with the construction costs presented.

Please select the appropriate validation below upon review of the cost estimate:
@ lacknowledae that | have reviewed the proiect construction cost estimate and concur with the costs presented.

@ | acknowledae that | have reviewed the proiect construction cost estimate but do not concur with the costs presented.

Please provide an explanation for non-
concurrence.

Local Authority Name and Title:

Local Authority Signature:

Date:

REVISIONS TO PROGRAMMED COSTS TEMPLATE - REVISED 09/18/2019 PAGE 2



GD

Cost Estimate Worksheet:

Georgia
Department

of Transportation

Interoffice Memo

CONSTRUCTION COST ESTIMATE (Required base estimate entered from CES and should not include E&I). > $ 10,261,259.57
ENGINEERING AND INSPECTION (The default E&I percentage is 5.0%, but may be adjusted per project scope.) > $ 513,062.98
Construction Cost E&l Percentage E&I Cost
B [¢] D=BxC
$ 10,261,259.57 5% $ 513,062.98
CONTINGENCY (Refer to the Risk and Contingencies Table included in GDOT Policy 3A-9 Cost Estimating Purpose) — ! $ 215486451
Construction Cost E&I Cost Construction + E&I Contingency Percentage Contingency Cost
E F G=E+F H I1=GxH
$ 10,261,259.57 | $ 513,062.98| $ 10,774,322.55 20% $ 2,154,864.51
ASPHALT FUEL PRICE ADJUSTMENT (Leave blank if not applicable) — Q $ 300,369.54
Date Sep 2020
Regular Unleaded $2.047/ GAL Current Asphalt Fuel Index Prices can be found at the link below:
Diesel $2.471/ GAL http:/www.dot.ga.gov/PS/Materials/AsphaltFuelindex
Liquid AC $425.00/ TON
Liquid AC Monthly
Total Monthly |Monthly Asphalt Asphalt
Percentage of Tons of Tonnage of Cement Price Cement Price
Asphaltic Asphaltic Asphalt month project month placed | Price Adjustment
Tons Concrete Concrete | Cement (TMT) let (APL) Max. Cap (APM) (PA)
M = Sum of
Columns L, T & Q=[((P-N)/N)]
Description J K L=JxK w N (0] P =(NxO)+N xMxN
Levelina 0.00TN 5.00% 0.00TN | 1177.92TN | $425.00/ TON 60% $  680.00[ $ 300,369.54
Patchina 0.00 TN 5.00% 0.00 TN
9.5 mm SP 0.00 TN 5.00% 0.00 TN
12.5 OGFC 0.00 TN 5.00% 0.00 TN
12.5 PEM 0.00 TN 5.00% 0.00 TN
12.5 mm SP 14937.00 TN 5.00% 746.85 TN
19 mm SP 1311.00 TN 5.00% 65.55 TN
25 mm SP 7208.00 TN 5.00% 360.40 TN
Bituminous Tack Coat GL/TN Tons
Tack Coat  |Description R S T=R/S
Tack Coat 1192.00 GL 232.8234 GL/TN 512 TN
Bituminous SY GL/SY N
Tack Coat W=UxV)/
(Surface (232.8234
Treatment) |Description V] \4 GL/TN)
Single Surface
Treatment 0.00 8Y 0.20 GI/SY 0.00 TN
Double Surface
Treatment 0.00 SY 0.44 GI/SY 0.00 TN
Triple
Surface
Treatment 0.00 SY 0.71 GI/SY 0.00 TN
CONSTRUCTION TOTAL COST — X=A+D++Q | $  13,229,556.60
RIGHT OF WAY COST — Y $ 698,000.00
Z = Sum of $ 975,000.00

UTILITIES COST (Provided by Utility Office) —
Reimbursable

Costs

Reimbursable Cost Reimbursable Cost

225,000.00

Utility Owner Utility Owner
Georgia Power Company Distribution
Georgia Power Company Transmission

Greystone Power

500,000.00
150,000.00

Comcast Communications/CATV

Douglasville Douglas County Water and Sewer

Cobb County Water System
Austell Gas

Bellsouth 100,000.00

AT&T Communications
Sync Global
Zayo

o [ep [ep [ |en |0 |en |0 [ [@ [
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Project Cost Estimate

Projects Cost Estimate
Processed on: Sep-30-2020 01:21 PM
CONCEPT NAME: 0013733_CFI COST ESTIMATE NAME: 0013733_CFI_ALT1
SPEC YEAR: 13
ITEM HISTORY: BHP-ALL - Statewide - 24 months
DESCRIPTION: SR 5/US 78 @ SR 6/US 278 - CFI
ESTIMATE PHASE: 2-DE - Designers Estimate
ITEMS FOR CONCEPT NAME 0013733_CFI
0100 - ROADWAY
5] 150-1000 1.00 LS $350,000.00 | TRAFFIC CONTROL - 0013733 $350,000.00
10 153-1300 1.00 | EA $110,000.00 | FIELD ENGINEERS OFFICE TP 3 $110,000.00
15 210-0100 1.00 | LS $1,750,000.00 | GRADING COMPLETE - 0013733 $1,750,000.00
20 156-0100 1.00 | LS $10,000.00 | GPS DATA COLLECTION AND SUBMITTAL $10,000.00
25 150-5010 4.00 EA $7,939.03 | TRAFFIC CONTROL, PORTABLE IMPACT ATTENUATOR $31,756.11
30 310-1101 8338.00 TN $39.68  GR AGGR BASE CRS, INCL MATL $330,827.83
35 402-3130 14937.00 | TN $85.95 | RECYCLED ASPH CONC 12.5 MM SUPERPAVE, GP 2 ONLY, INCL BITUM MATL & H $1,283,819.91
LIME
40 402-3121 7208.00 | TN $105.20 | RECYCLED ASPH CONC 25 MM SUPERPAVE, GP 1 OR 2, INCL BITUM MATL & H LIME $758,297.46
45 402-3190 1311.00 | TN $137.82 | RECYCLED ASPH CONC 19 MM SUPERPAVE, GP 1 OR 2,INCL BITUM MATL & H LIME $180,684.54
50 413-0750 1192.00 | GL $3.86 | TACK COAT $4,595.89
55 432-0206 169135.95 | SY $1.84 | MILL ASPH CONC PVMT, 1 1/2 IN DEPTH $310,841.43
60 446-1100 2015.00 | LF $6.41 | PVMT REINF FABRIC STRIPS, TP 2, 18 INCH WIDTH $12,921.65
65 318-3000 200.00 | TN $19.51 | AGGR SURF CRS $3,901.70
70 441-0104 5156.00 | SY $28.50 | CONC SIDEWALK, 4 IN $146,963.48
75 441-0108 20.00  SY $75.74 | CONC SIDEWALK, 8 IN $1,514.85
80 441-0018 891.00 | SY $66.47 | DRIVEWAY CONCRETE, 8 IN TK $59,222.90
85 441-4030 114.00 | SY $66.85 | CONC VALLEY GUTTER, 8 IN $7,620.36
90 441-0748 7640.00 | SY $43.98  CONCRETE MEDIAN, 6 IN $335,975.72
95 441-6222 9536.00 | LF $13.67 | CONC CURB & GUTTER, 8 IN X 30 IN, TP 2 $130,341.39
100 634-1200 20.00  EA $146.03 | RIGHT OF WAY MARKERS $2,920.60
105 620-0100 2500.00 | LF $43.99 | TEMPORARY BARRIER, METHOD NO. 1 $109,964.25
110 632-0003 2.00  EA $6,357.70 | CHANGEABLE MESSAGE SIGN, PORTABLE, TYPE 3 $12,715.40
ROADWAY Total $5,944,885.47
0200 - DRAINAGE
115 550-1240 492.00 | LF $49.09 | STORM DRAIN PIPE, 24 IN, H 1-10 $24,154.15
120 550-1180 1888.00 | LF $74.28 | STORM DRAIN PIPE, 18 IN, H 1-10 $140,235.16
125 668-1100 14.00 | EA $3,033.17 | CATCH BASIN, GP 1 $42,464.41
130 550-4124 1.00  EA $565.01 | FLARED END SECTION 24 IN, SIDE DRAIN $565.01
135 615-1000 250.00 | LF $305.18 | JACK OR BORE PIPE - STEEL, 0.625-IN, 36-IN $76,294.94
DRAINAGE Total $283,713.67
0300 - TEMPORARY EROSION CONTROL
140 163-0232 3.00 | AC $299.80 | TEMPORARY GRASSING $899.39
145 163-0301 2.00 | EA $1,889.31 | CONSTRUCT AND REMOVE CONSTRUCTION EXITS $3,778.62
150 165-0101 2.00 | EA $582.84 | MAINTENANCE OF CONSTRUCTION EXIT $1,165.67
155 163-0550 8.00 | EA $241.22 | CONSTRUCT AND REMOVE INLET SEDIMENT TRAP $1,929.74
160 165-0030 3000.00 | LF $0.57 | MAINTENANCE OF TEMPORARY SILT FENCE, TP C $1,724.46
165 165-0105 8.00 | EA $83.83 | MAINTENANCE OF INLET SEDIMENT TRAP $670.61
170 167-1000 3.00 | EA $317.58 | WATER QUALITY MONITORING AND SAMPLING $952.73
175 167-1500 30.00 MO $721.13 | WATER QUALITY INSPECTIONS $21,633.79
180 171-0030 6000.00 | LF $4.23 | TEMPORARY SILT FENCE, TYPE C $25,408.86
185 643-8200 200.00 | LF $2.86 | BARRIER FENCE (ORANGE), 4 FT $572.61
TEMPORARY EROSION CONTROL Total $58,736.48




0400 - PERMANENT EROSION CONTROL

190 163-0240 117.00 | TN $186.02 | MULCH $21,764.17
195 700-6910 6.00 AC $996.42 | PERMANENT GRASSING $5,978.54
200 700-7000 12.00 | TN $225.78 | AGRICULTURAL LIME $2,709.31
205 700-8000 2.00 TN $560.44 | FERTILIZER MIXED GRADE $1,120.89
210 700-8100 300.00 LB $6.08 | FERTILIZER NITROGEN CONTENT $1,824.15
215 716-2000 3000.00 | SY $1.80 | EROSION CONTROL MATS, SLOPES $5,403.36
220 603-2181 10.00 | SY $70.66 | STN DUMPED RIP RAP, TP 3, 18 IN $706.58
225 700-9300 1166.00 | SY $8.18 | SOD $9,537.45
230 603-7000 20.00 | SY $5.47 | PLASTIC FILTER FABRIC $109.41
235 711-0100 1684.00 | SY $4.04 | TURF REINFORCING MATTING, TP 1 $6,804.34
PERMANENT EROSION CONTROL Total $55,958.20
0600 - SIGNING
LineNumber fem  Quantty Unfs  Price Descipion . Amount
340 636-1036 20.00 | SF $23.39 | HIGHWAY SIGNS, TP 1 MATL, REFL SHEETING, TP 11 $467.79
350 636-2090 50.00 LF $9.50 | GALV STEEL POSTS, TP 9 $475.00
355 636-1033 100.00 | SF $23.13 | HIGHWAY SIGNS, TP 1 MATL, REFL SHEETING, TP 9 $2,313.16
360 636-2070 50.00 LF $12.02 | GALV STEEL POSTS, TP 7 $600.98
SIGNING Total $3,856.93

0610 - PAVEMENT MARKING

240 653-3501 16114.00 | GLF $0.30 | THERMOPLASTIC SKIP TRAF STRIPE, 5 IN, WHITE $4,913.16
245 653-4501 1.05 | GLM $1,549.96 | THERMOPLASTIC SKIP TRAF STRIPE, 5 IN, WHITE $1,627.45
250 653-2501 0.92 LM $3,107.34 | THERMOPLASTIC SOLID TRAF STRIPE, 5 IN, WHITE $2,858.75
255 653-1804 1696.00 | LF $2.53 | THERMOPLASTIC SOLID TRAF STRIPE, 8 IN, WHITE $4,293.05
260 653-1704 169.00 | LF $5.54 | THERMOPLASTIC SOLID TRAF STRIPE, 24 IN, WHITE $935.69
265 653-6006 304.00 SY $5.53 | THERMOPLASTIC TRAF STRIPING, YELLOW $1,681.71
270 653-6004 737.00 SY $5.35 | THERMOPLASTIC TRAF STRIPING, WHITE $3,943.50
275 653-1502 4085.00 | LF $0.49 | THERMOPLASTIC SOLID TRAF STRIPE, 5 IN, YELLOW $2,021.75
280 654-1003 396.00 EA $5.67 | RAISED PVMT MARKERS TP 3 $2,245.33
285 653-0110 21.00  EA $95.92 | THERMOPLASTIC PVMT MARKING, ARROW, TP 1 $2,014.30
290 653-0120 7.00 EA $126.74 | THERMOPLASTIC PVMT MARKING, ARROW, TP 2 $887.15
295 653-0130 1.00 | EA $210.64 | THERMOPLASTIC PVMT MARKING, ARROW, TP 3 $210.64
300 655-6000 1.00 | EA $1,200.00 | PREFORMED PLASTIC PVMT MKG ARROW, CONTRAST (BLACK-WHITE), TP 1 $1,200.00
305 657-3054 9252.00 | GLF $3.59 | PREFORMED PLASTIC SKIP PVMT MKG, 5 IN, WHITE, TP PB $33,257.33
310 657-1085 73.92 | LF $9.43 | PREFORMED PLASTIC SOLID PVMT MKG, 8 IN, CONTRAST (BLACK-WHITE), TP PB $696.83
315 657-1244 108.00 | LF $23.99 | PREFORMED PLASTIC SOLID PVMT MKG, 24 IN, WHITE, TP PB $2,591.31
320 657-1054 8826.00  LF $6.30 | PREFORMED PLASTIC SOLID PVMT MKG, 5 IN, WHITE, TP PB $55,600.80
325 657-7054 1.52 | LM $23,267.00 | PREFORMED PLASTIC SOLID PVMT MKG, 5 IN, YELLOW, TP PB $35,365.84
330 657-5001 268.00 | SY $38.24 | PREFORMED PLASTIC PAVEMENT MARKING, WHITE, TP PB $10,249.23
335 657-5002 41.00  SY $656.23 | PREFORMED PLASTIC PAVEMENT MARKING, YELLOW, TP PB $26,905.57
365 654-1001 91.00 | EA $5.50 | RAISED PVMT MARKERS TP 1 $500.08
PAVEMENT MARKING Total $193,999.47
0700 - SIGNALS
LineNumber llem  Quantly Unts  Prics Descipton Aot
345 639-3004 6.00  EA $12,808.79 | STEEL STRAIN POLE, TP IV $76,852.77
370 647-1000 1.00 | LS $115,000.00 | TRAFFIC SIGNAL INSTALLATION NO - CFI SIGNAL 1 $115,000.00
375 647-1000 1.00 | LS $115,000.00 | TRAFFIC SIGNAL INSTALLATION NO - CFI SIGNAL 2 $115,000.00
380 647-1000 1.00 | LS $115,000.00 | TRAFFIC SIGNAL INSTALLATION NO - CFI SIGNAL 3 $115,000.00
410 647-1000 1.00 | LS $115,000.00 | TRAFFIC SIGNAL INSTALLATION NO - CFI SIGNAL 4 $115,000.00
415 647-1000 1.00 | LS $115,000.00 | TRAFFIC SIGNAL INSTALLATION NO - CFI SIGNAL 5 $115,000.00
420 647-1000 1.00 | LS $115,000.00 | TRAFFIC SIGNAL INSTALLATION NO - CFI SIGNAL 6 $115,000.00
SIGNALS Total $766,852.77
0801 - BRIDGE
385 543-9000 1.00 | LS $1,659,900.00 | CONSTRUCTION OF BRIDGE COMPLETE - BRIDGE WIDENING OVER SWEETWATER $1,659,900.00
CREEK
BRIDGE Total $1,659,900.00
0901 - WALL
Line Number o Quantiy Units  Price Descipton . Amaunt
390 627-1000 7300.00 | SF $58.00 | MSE WALL FACE, 0 - 10 FT HT, WALL NO - 1 $423,409.86

395 627-1010 10950.00 | SF $62.17 | MSE WALL FACE, 10 - 20 FT HT, WALL NO - 1 $680,765.77




CONTINGENCY PERCENT:

ENGINEERING AND INSPECTION:

ESTIMATED COST WITH CONTINGENCY AND E&l:

400 627-1100 182.00 | LF $109.48 | COPING A, WALL NO - 1 $19,924.78
405 627-1160 548.00 | LF $308.86 | TRAFFIC BARRIER H, WALL NO - 1 $169,256.17
WALL Total $1,293,356.58
TOTALS FOR CONCEPT NAME 0013733_CFI
ITEMS COST: $10,261,259.57]
TYPICAL SECTION: $0.00
ESTIMATED COST: $10,261,259.57

CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE: This document may contain confidential and/or privileged information. Any unauthorized duplication, disclosure,distribution/retransmission
of taking of any action in reliance upon the material in this document is strictly forbidden.




GEORGIA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
PRELIMINARY ROW COST ESTIMATE SUMMARY

Date: 9/10/20 Project: NA
Revised: County: DOUGLAS
PI: 0013733

Description: SR5/US78 @ SR6/US 278 - CFl LAYOUT
Project Termini:
Existing ROW: Varies
Parcels: 17 Required ROW: Varies

Land and Improvements _ﬂ_$259,556.25
Proximity Damage $0.00
Cansequential Damage $30,000.00
Cost to Cures $15,000.00
Trade Fixtures $0.00

Improvements $30,000.00

Valuation Services $116,875.00
Legal Services $123,975.00
Relocation $51,000.00
Demolition 50.00
Administrative $146,500.00
TOTAL ESTIMATED COSTS 5697,906.25
TOTAL ESTIMATED COSTS (ROUNDED) WSSQB,OOO.OO
Prepared By: Cheryl Worthy Pickett \(‘3%; ﬁ%./ D b M 9/10/20
Print Name gnat e Date
Cost Estimation Supervisor : Stlﬂ lg\‘ (G ( E:!-”\Q\,’“ \)/f,\ ,'U(,u* C
Print Name Signature Date

NOTE: Superviser is only attesting that the estimate was completed using the correct information provided for the the project.
The Supervisor is not attesting to property values or the accuracy of the market value estimations provided in this report. No
Market Aporeciation is included in this Preliminarv Cost Estimate.

Comments: Parcel 17 isnot labeled on plan but has a driveway easement; added to parcel count.



Hardman, Lilian

From: Westberry, Lisa

Sent: Wednesday, September 30, 2020 9:44 AM

To: White, Davida; Boockholdt, Steven C; Hardman, Lilian

Subject: P1 0013733, Douglas County - Estimated Mitigation Cost for Concept Report (Second

Alternative)

Good morning,

As requested, the estimated mitigation cost for a proposed second alternative on the subject project is $100,000. This
estimate is based on a review of aerial photography, NWI mapping, and NRCS soil surveys and not an actual field
verification. The total cost of mitigation credits could remain the same or change once the ecology field survey is complete.

If you should have any questions or need any additional information, please do not hesitate to contact me.

Respectfully,

Lisa Westberry
Special Projects Coordinator

Georgia
i Department
of Transportation

Office of Environmental Services
One Georgia Center, 16" Floor
600 West Peachtree Street, NW
Atlanta, GA, 30308
404.631.1772

Vote daily for Columbus Riverwalk, on the banks of the Chattahoochee River, as the People’s Choice. Riverwalk was
named a top twelve finalist in AASHTO’s 2020 America’s Transportation Awards. The People’s Choice Award is decided
by online popular vote. Help GDOT bring home national recognition and a $10,000 award that will be donated to charity.
Vote online once a day per device (laptop, tablet or mobile) through Oct. 25. Ask your coworkers, family and friends to
vote too. Visit www.dot.ga.gov for a direct voting link.



4. CONCEPT UTILITY REPORT



Original Version: May 24,2013
Revision: Feb. April 5,2018

Concept Utility Report

Project Number: N/A District: 7
County: Douglas Prepared by: Janique Jenkins
P.l. # 0013733 Date: 05/22/2020

Project Description: SR 5/US 78 @ SR 6/US 278 - CFI

The information provided herein has been gathered from Georgia811and/or field visits and serves as an estimate. Nothing contained
in this report is to be used as a substitute for 1t Submission or SUE.

Are SUE services recommended? Yes
Level: XA [IB [IC [ID
Public Interest Determination (PID):
[JAutomatic [IMandatory X Consideration [1 No Use [JExempt
Is a separate utility funding phase recommended? Yes
Potential Project (Schedule/Budget) Impacts: There are at least 2 Transmission poles that could potentially be impacted

for relocation. Georgia Power Transmission has seasonal outage blackout dates when they cannot do shutoff work which
will affect construction time.

Capital Improvement Projects (Utilities) Anticipated in the Area: N/A

Project Specific Recommendations for Avoidance/Mitigation: There is a pumping station SW of the bridge. If the bridge
is longer being widened, depending on logical termini and the impact of the construction approaching bridge, we
recommend avoiding design requiring condemnation and relocation of the pumping station. Design in any locations that
can be adjusted to avoid relocation of Transmission power poles is highly recommended.

Right of Way Coordination: There may need to be R/W coordination in the Northeast quadrant of the intersection of SR 6
where utility impacts are very tight. There will also need to be R/W coordination in places where utility companies may
own property

Environmental Coordination: N/A

Additional Remarks: Any acquired ROW or easements need to be purchased with the right to place & maintain utilities.



Original Version: May 24,2013
Revision: Feb. March 8, 2018

Utilities have facilities within the project limits.

Utilities have been identified using Georgia811 and/or field visits.

General Facilities to Facilities
Facility Owner Existing Facilities/ Description of Avoid Retention Comments
Appurtenances Location approx. limits Recommended
approx. limits

Austell Gas In area
ATT Long Distance In area
Bellsouth In Area
Douglasville Avoid impacts | Retain facilities | Confirmed in Area
Douglas County to Pump underground
Water and Station attached to
Sewer pump station.

Cobb County
Water System

In Area

Greystone Power

Multiple poles along
all 4 quadrants

Georgia Power
Distribution

Multiple poles along
all 4 quadrants

Georgia Power

Avoid impacts to

2 potential poles to be

Transmission poles relocated; $500,000
Comcast Attached to GPCD
poles
Zayo Fiber In Area
Sync Global Underground Confirmed in Area
facilities along
south leg of SR6
Level 3 Possibly In area

Communications

Colonial Pipeline

Possibly In area

Plantation Pipeline

Possibly In area

Note: To add additional rows, click the bottom right corner of the box above, then click the blue + that will appear. Please add additional rows prior to entering text.
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5. CRASH SUMMARIES AND DIAGRAMS
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Roadways: SR 6 - Principal Arterial; SR 5 - Minor Arterial

Collision Type 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018
Rear End 19 40 62 45 48
Side Swipe - Same Direction 4 8 11 9 10
Side Swipe - Opposite Direction 0 1 0 0 1
Head On 0 4 4 3 3
Not a Collision With a Motor Vehicle 0 2 3 1 3
Angle 7 21 30 29 39
Total 30 76 110 87 104
Statewide Average - Principal Arterial - Non Freeway - Urbanized 150 167 200 177 210
163 248 239 217 238

Statewide Average - Minor Arterial - Urbanized




6. DESIGN TRAFFIC DIAGRAMS



Department of Transportation
State of Georgia

INTERDEPARTMENT CORRESPONDENCE

FILE Douglas County OFFICE  Planning
P.I. # 0013733
DATE 8/6/2018
FROM Paul Tanner, State Transportation Planning Administrator
TO Kimberly W. Nesbitt, State Program Delivery Administrator

Attention: Andrea Smith-Calloway
SUBJECT Design Traffic Forecasts for SR 5/US 78 @ SR 6/US 278 - CFlI

The approved design traffic forecasts for the above project are attached in
0013733_10.pdf and 0013733 _10.dgn.

If you have any questions concerning this information please contact
Andre Washington at 404-631-1925.

Nithin Gomez

Gresham, Smith and Partners

Design Traffic Review Consultant to GDOT
678-478-3350

PT/NMG
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7. CAPACITY ANALYSIS SUMMARY



2018 2028 No-Build 2028 Build 2048 No-Build 2048 Build
Alternative Intersection Existing Control Type AM PM Am PM AM PM AM PM AM PM

LOS Delay LOS Delay LOS Delay LOS Delay LOS Delay LOS Delay Los Delay LOS Delay LOS Delay LOS Delay
1 Thorton Road/SR 6 @ SR5/US 78 S D 44.1 F 232.7 F 60.6 F 305.7 N/A N/A N/A N/A F 203.8 F 510.2 N/A N/A N/A N/A
1 Thorton Road/SR 6 @ Westfork Blvd/Westfork Dr S B 11.5 B 14.5 B 12.7 B 15.5 N/A N/A N/A N/A B 14.2 B 17.2 N/A N/A N/A N/A
2 Thorton Road/SR 6 @ SR5/US 78 S N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A E 60.7 F 258.7 N/A N/A N/A N/A F 161.2 F 420.9
2 Thorton Road/SR 6 @ Westfork Blvd/Westfork Dr S N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A B 11.1 B 15.6 N/A N/A N/A N/A B 14.3 B 17.1
3 Thorton Road/SR 6 @ SR5/US 78 S N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A C 29.94 C 24.97 N/A N/A N/A N/A C 28.84 C 32.81
4 Thorton Road/SR 6 @ SR5/US 78 S N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A C 25.9 D 52.0 N/A N/A N/A N/A D 45.0 F 95.8
4 Quadrant @ SR 5 TWSC None N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A F 57.9 A 4.1 N/A N/A N/A N/A F 119.4 A 9.7
4 Quadrant @ SR 6 TWSC None N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A F 132.6 F 638.4 N/A N/A N/A N/A F 125.2 F 648.1
5 Thorton Road/SR 6 @ SR5/US 78 S N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A C 23.9 C 20.7 N/A N/A N/A N/A D 42.2 C 29.4
5 Quadrant @ SR 5 Signalized None N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A A 9.2 A 5.6 N/A N/A N/A N/A B 16 B 10.1
5 Quadrant @ SR 6 Signalized None N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A A 7.4 B 11 N/A N/A N/A N/A C 33.9 B 17.4

Signalized Intersection
Unsignalized Intersection
No Build

Duel Left

CFI

Quadrant Option 1
Quadrant Option 2

Note: Alternative 6 on this page corresponds to the preferred alternative in the Alternatives

Discussion section in the main body of this concept report.

D. Pass 10/6/2020




8. TE STUDY/TRAFFIC WARRANT ANALYSIS



Hardman, Lilian

From:

Sent:

To:

Cc:

Subject:
Attachments:

Steven & Lily,

Hatch, Justin A

Friday, May 22, 2020 5:09 PM

Boockholdt, Steven C

Bryant, Genine |; Hardman, Lilian

RE: PI 0013733 Douglas County Signal Warrant Study

Quadrant Volume Shuffle - AADT.xIsx; 0013733 Quadrant Layout 101619.pdf; 0013733_
10.pdf

| have completed the signal warrant analysis. In short, | agree that both new signals meet warrants required for
permitting. The existing and projected volumes for both signals meet Warrant 1-B (8 Hour Interruption of Continuous
Traffic) when the 70% threshold is applied for the high speed roadway. One of the intersections even meets 100%
volumes. More details are shown in the attached document which is just some minor tweaks to what you provided.

| will note that | ended up re-arranging the volumes a bit. You may want to fact check me on some of these calls:
* The analysis is now very conservative. | assumed dual left turn lane for a 2-lane/2-lane warrant. All RTs were
removed. It still required applying 70%, but that should be acceptable.
* | swapped the road names on the diagram so that SR 5/Veteran’s runs north/south and SR 6/Thornton runs

east/west.

¢ In my judgement, all SB vehicles making a RT today will actually make a RT at each quadrant. | adjusted the
volumes accordingly, but it really doesn’t affect warrants at the end of the day.

* | made some other minor tweaks to the volumes. It may be worth setting up a call to double check, but maybe
you can look at my work and let me know if you disagree.

Is a short and simple formal write up on this warrant analysis going to be necessary for completion of the concept
report? | can tell you this is enough for me to support the concept and Traffic Ops will only need the formal write up
when we get to permitting. But if you need it now, we will write it up ASAP.

| hope this helps, please let me know if you need anything else.

Have a great long weekend!

Justin Hatch, P.E.
District Traffic Engineer

Georgia
i Department
of Transportation

District 7, Metro Atlanta
5025 New Peachtree Rd
Chamblee, GA, 30341
404.858.0459 cell

From: Hatch, Justin A
Sent: Friday, May 22, 2020 11:52 AM

To: Boockholdt, Steven C <SBoockholdt@dot.ga.gov>



Cc: Bryant, Genine | <GBryant@dot.ga.gov>; Hardman, Lilian <lhardman@dot.ga.gov>
Subject: RE: P1 0013733 Douglas County Signal Warrant Study

Steven & Lily,
My apologies on not providing quicker response on this request.

| looked at the spreadsheet that Lily sent in October and the redistribution of trips looks good to me and obviously it
shows that we meet the peak hour warrant. | really like how this excel sheet has been setup by the way.

There’s two main recommendations | would make to ensure that these signals have no problem in regards to approved
permits. First, the GDOT signal warrant process strongly prefers to meet the 8-hour warrant. Second, it’s best to show
the warrants based on 100% volumes; even if the volume reduction is allowed/recommended by the MUTCD, the GDOT
signal warrant process likes to be as conservative as possible.

| should be able to use what has already been provided and more sheets showing a method for evaluation of warrant
1. I'll try to get it back to you today or first thing on Tuesday to ensure this isn’t what is holding anything up.

Feel free to call if you’d like to discuss anything further.

Justin Hatch, P.E.
District Traffic Engineer

Geogia
i Departmant
ol Transportaton

District 7, Metro Atlanta
5025 New Peachtree Rd
Chamblee, GA, 30341
404.858.0459 cell

From: Boockholdt, Steven C <SBoockholdt@dot.ga.gov>

Sent: Tuesday, November 5, 2019 2:49 PM

To: Hatch, Justin A <juhatch@dot.ga.gov>

Cc: Bryant, Genine | <GBryant@dot.ga.gov>; Hardman, Lilian <lhardman@dot.ga.gov>
Subject: RE: P1 0013733 Douglas County Signal Warrant Study

Justin,

Just wanted to follow up to our request below. Please also note the PM has changed for this project.

Steven Boockholdt, P.E.

Civil Engineer Group Manager

q GFaoigia
G D i‘ T Department
of Transportation

Office of Roadway Design
600 West Peachtree St. N.W.
Atlanta, Georgia 30308



404.631.1770 office
SBoockholdt@dot.ga.gov email

From: Hardman, Lilian <lhardman@dot.ga.gov>

Sent: Thursday, October 17, 2019 2:07 PM

To: Hatch, Justin A <juhatch@dot.ga.gov>

Cc: Boockholdt, Steven C <SBoockholdt@dot.ga.gov>; Smith-Calloway, Andrea L <ASmith-Calloway@dot.ga.gov>
Subject: FW: PI 0013733 Douglas County Signal Warrant Study

Good Afternoon Justin,

| am contacting you in order to request a signal warrant study for P 0013733 Douglas County. The purpose of
this project is to improve operations at the intersection of State Route (SR) 5/US 78 and SR 6/US 278. SR 6 is an urban
principal arterial and is 4 lanes while SR 5 is an urban minor arterial with 4 lanes. This intersection of SR 5 and SR 6 has
been identified for improvements through GDOT Planning’s 2015 SR 6 Access Management Plan. The study details the
need for safety and operational improvements to reduce turning conflicts and improve traffic flow near 1-20. The project
was originally proposed to be a Displaced Left Turn (formerly known as a Continuous Flow Intersection) however based
on the ICE analysis it was found that a Quadrant Intersection is the preferred alternative.

A capacity analysis was performed in Synchro and it was found that the two new intersections created with the
guadrant roadway at both SR 5 and SR 6 will be required to be signalized as stop control conditions fails considerably. A
signal warrant assessment was also performed and it was found that both intersections meet the criteria for Warrant
4C-4 — Peak Hour 70% Factor, details of which are attached in the file Quadrant Volume Shuffle.

A concept layout of the project as well as existing and projected traffic volumes of the intersection have been
attached for your reference as well. Please don’t hesitate to reach out to me if there is anything you need.

Thank You!

Lily Hardman, P.E.
Civil Engineer 4

Georgia
i Department
of Transportation

Office of Roadway Design
27" Floor

600 West Peachtree St. NW
Atlanta, GA, 30308
404.631.1676 office
Ihardman@dot.ga.gov email

Hands-free cell phone use is the law when driving in Georgia. When drivers use cell phones and other electronic
devices it must be with hands-free technology. There are many facets to the law. For details, visit
https://www.gahighwaysafety.org/highway-safety/hands-free-law/




2028 AM Volumes

Signalized Intersection: SR 6 @ SR 5
@ | EB Left| EB Thru | EB Right | WB Left [ WB Thru| WB Right | NB Left | NB Thru | NB Right | SB Left [ SB Thru| SB Right
£
5 340 1650 55 55 785 45 100 605 45 40 225 50
Signalized Intersection: SR 6 @ SR 5
EB Left EB Thru | EB Right | WB Left [ WB Thru | WB Right | NB Left [ NB Thru | NB Right | SB Left [ SB Thru [ SB Right
= 1650 55 = 840 45 = 705 45 = 225 50
- Ized ion: SR 6 @ Quad! Rd Assumptions:
§ EB Left | EB Thru | EB Right | WB Left [ WB Thru | WB Right | NB Left [ NB Thru | NB Right | SB Left [ SB Thru [ SB Right | Westbound left turns
=3
o counted as thru
&) 340 ) ) s ) ) ) ) ) ) ) movements
lized ion: SR 5 @ Quad! Rd
EB Left | EB Thru | EB Right | WB Left [ WB Thru | WB Right | NB Left [ NB Thru | NB Right | SB Left [ SB Thru [ SB Right
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Veteran's Memorial Hwy/SR 5




WARRANT 4C-4: PEAK HOUR (70% FACTOR - Speed Limit = 45 mph)
Thorton Road (SR 6) at Quadrant Roadway

Major Street - Total of Both Approaches - Vehicles Per Hour: SR 6

1020 vph

Minor Street Higher Volume Approach - Vehicles Per Hour: Quadrant Roadway
395 vph

Figure 4C-4. Warrant 3, Peak Hour (70% Factor)
(COMMUNITY LESS THAN 10,000 POPULATION OR ABOVE 40 MPH ON MAJOR STREET)
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T
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300 400 500 600 700 800 900 1000 1100 1200 1300
MAJOR STREET—TOTAL OF BOTH APPROACHES—
VEHICLES PER HOUR (VPH)

*Mote: 100 vph applies as the lower threshold volume for a minor-street
approach with two or more lanes and 75 vph applies as the lower
threshold volume for a minor-street approach with one lane.

WARRANT 4C-4: PEAK HOUR (70% FACTOR - Speed Limit = 45 mph)
Veteran's Memorial (SR 5) at Quadrant Roadway
Major Street - Total of Both Approaches - Vehicles Per Hour: SR 5
2885 vph

Minor Street Higher Volume Approach - Vehicles Per Hour: Quadrant Roadway

140 vph
Figure 4C-4. Warrant 3, Peak Hour (70% Factor)
(COMMUNITY LESS THAN 10,000 POPULATION OR ABOVE 40 MPH ON MAJOR STREET)
400 \\ 2 OR MORE LANES & 2 OR MORE LANES
| |
MINOR \\ 2 OR MORE LANES & 1 LANE
STREET 300 ""-\ ~ P~ f }
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VOLUME L
APPROACH - 200 P~ \__\
VPH S~
S6a e —_— 100
75"

300 400 500 600 70O 800 900 1000 1100 1200 1300
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*Note: 100 vph applies as the lower threshold volume for a minor-sireet
approach with two or more lanes and 75 vph applies as the lower
threshold volume for a minor-street approach with one lane.



Signalized Intersection: SR 6 @ SR 5
| EB Left| EBThru | EBRight WB Left WB Thru | WB Right] NBLeft | NBThru | NBRight| SBLeft | SBThru [SBRight
£
E 55 940 75 175 1970 40 95 385 45 225 620 190 g
2
-]
3
Signalized Intersection: SR 6 @ SR 5 <
EB Left | EB Thru | EB Right WB Left WB Thru | WBRight] NBLeft | NBThru | NBRight| SBLeft [ SBThru | SBRight é
o
- 940 75 - 2145 40 - 480 45 - 620 190 =
- Signalzed Intersection: SR 6 @ Quadrant Rd Assumptions:
@
& | EB Left| EBThru [ EBRight B Left (Actually | WBThru | WBRight| NBLeft | NBThru | NBRight| SBleft | SBThru | SBRight| Westbound left
-
t ted
2l ss - - 175 1970 - - - - 225 - g5 | furnecountedas
thru movements
Signalized Intersection: SR 5 @ Quadrant Rd
EB Left | EB Thru | EB Right WB Left WB Thru | WBRight] NBLeft | NBThru | NBRight| SBRight [ SB Thru | SB Right
55} = 175 = = = 95 385 = 225 810 =

2028 PM Volumes

Mvmt | Volumes Volumes Volumes Volumes

480 940 225 55

45 75 810 1015 m —) = 18

2145 95 225 Veteran's Memorial Hwy/SR 5
40 385 95

620 55 175

190 175 1970




WARRANT 4C-4: PEAK HOUR (70% FACTOR - Speed Limit = 45 mph)
Thorton Road (SR 6) at Quadrant Roadway
Major Street - Total of Both Approaches - Vehicles Per Hour: SR 6

1515 vph
Minor Street Higher Volume Approach - Vehicles Per Hour: Quadrant Rd
230 vph
Figure 4C-4. Warrant 3, Peak Hour (70% Factor)
(COMMUNITY LESS THAN 10,000 POPULATION OR ABOVE 40 MPH ON MAJOR STREET)
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| |
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*Note: 100 vph applies as the lower threshold volume for & minor-street
approach with two or more lanes and 75 vph applies as the lower
threshold volume for a minor-street approach with one lane.

WARRANT 4C-4: PEAK HOUR (70% FACTOR - Speed Limit = 45 mph)
Veteran's Memorial (SR 5) at Quadrant Roadway
Major Street - Total of Both Approaches - Vehicles Per Hour: SR 5

3215 vph

t hicles Per Hour: Q

Minor Street Higher Volume Appi
320 vph

Figure 4C-4. Warrant 3, Peak Hour (70% Factor)
(COMMUNITY LESS THAN 10,000 POPULATION OR ABOVE 40 MPH ON MAJOR STREET))
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*Note: 100 vph applies as the lower threshold volume for a minor-strest
approach with two or more lanes and 75 vph applies as the lower
threshold volume for a minor-street approach with one lane.



Signalized Intersection: SR 6 @ SR 5

60

o | EB Left| EBThru | EBRight WB Left WB Thru | WB Right | NB Left [ NB Thru | NB Right| SB Left [ SB Thru| SB Right
£
E 415 2010 70 65 950 55 120 755 50 45 285 60
Signalized Intersection: SR 6 @ SR 5
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- 2010 70 - 1015 55 - 875 50 - 285 60
] Signalzed Intersection: SR 6 @ Quadrant Rd
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-
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Signalized Intersection: SR 5 @ Quadrant Rd
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2028 PM Volumes
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Assumptions:
Westbound left
turns counted as
thru movements

Veteran's Memorial Hwy/SR 5




WARRANT 4C-4: PEAK HOUR (70% FACTOR - Speed Limit = 45 mph)
Thorton Road (SR 6) at Quadrant Roadway
Major Street - Total of Both Approaches - Vehicles Per Hour: SR 6
1265 vph

Minor Street Higher Volume Appi h - Vehicles Per Hour: Quadi Road

480 vph

Figure 4C-4. Warrant 3, Peak Hour (70% Factor)
(COMMUNITY LESS THAN 10,000 POPULATION OR ABOVE 40 MPH ON MAJOR STREET)
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*Mote: 100 vph applies as the lower threshold volume for a minor-street
approach with two or more lanes and 75 vph applies as the lower
threshold volume for a minor-street approach with one lane.

WARRANT 4C-4: PEAK HOUR (70% FACTOR - Speed Limit = 45 mph)
Veteran's Memorial (SR 5) at Quadrant Roadway

Major Street - Total of Both Approaches - Vehicles Per Hour: SR 5

3510 vph

Minor Street Higher Volume Approach - Vehicles Per Hour: Quadrant Roadway

165 vph

Figure 4C-4. Warrant 3, Peak Hour (70% Factor)
(COMMUNITY LESS THAN 10,000 POPULATION OR ABOVE 40 MPH ON MAJOR STREET)

~ 2 OR MORE LANES & 2 OR MORE LANES

S— e ~ \'< | | |
N L 2 OR MORE LANES & 1 LANE
~
~

STREET 300 "“-\ ~ ‘
HIGHER- 1 LANE & 1 LANE
VOLUME SN~ L~

APPROACH - 200 ‘,‘3‘\

VPH - -
\< _____:‘:-._
— — 100"

100
Fi

300 400 500 600 700 200 200 1000 1100 1200 1300

MAJOR STREET—TOTAL OF BOTH APPROACHES—
VEHICLES PER HOUR (VPH)

*Note: 100 vph applies as the lower threshold volume for a minor-street
approach with two or more lanes and 75 vph applies as the lower
threshold volume for a minor-street approach with one lane.



Signalized Intersection: SR

6@ SR5

@ | EB Left [ EB Thru | EB Right | WB Left | WB Thru| WB Right | NB Left | NB Thru | NB Right | SB Left | SB Thru | SB Right
2
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Signalized Intersection: SR 6 @ SR 5
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- 1145 95 - 2630 50 - 595 50 - 755 230
- Signalzed Intersection: SR 6 @ Quadrant Rd
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o
2| 7 - - 215 | 2415 - - - - 280 - 115
Signalized Intersection: SR 5 @ Quadrant Rd
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2028 PM Volumes
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Assumptions:
Westbound left
turns counted as
thru movements

Thorton Road/SR 6

Veteran's Memorial Hwy/SR 5




WARRANT 4C-4: PEAK HOUR (70% FACTOR - Speed Limit = 45 mph)
Thorton Road (SR 6) at Quadrant Roadway

Major Street - Total of Both Approaches - Vehicles Per Hour: SR 6
1860 vph

Minor Street Higher Volume Approach - Vehicles Per Hour: Quadrant Roadway

285 vph

Figure 4C-4. Warrant 3, Peak Hour (70% Factor)
(COMMUNITY LESS THAN 10,000 POPULATION OR ABOVE 40 MPH ON MAJOR STREET)
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*Note: 100 vph applies as the lower threshold volume for a minor-street
approach with two or more lanes and 75 vph applies as the lower
threshold volume for a minor-street approach with one lane.

WARRANT 4C-4: PEAK HOUR (70% FACTOR - Speed Limit = 45 mph)

Veteran's Memorial (SR 5) at Quadrant Roadway

Major Street - Total of Both Approaches - Vehicles Per Hour: SR 5

3940 vph
Minor Street Higher Volume Approach - Vehicles Per Hour: Quadrant Roadway
395 vph
Figure 4C-4. Warrant 3, Peak Hour (70% Factor)
(COMMUNITY LESS THAN 10,000 POPULATION OR ABOVE 40 MPH ON MAJOR STREET)
S So . 2 OR MORE LANES & 2 OR MORE LANES
b |
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*Note: 100 vph applies as the lower threshold volume for a minor-street
approach with two or more lanes and 75 vph applies as the lower
threshold volume for a minor-street approach with one lane.



9. ICE REPORT



ICE Version 2.15
G D %’T GDOT INTERSECTION CONTROL EVALUATION (ICE) TOOL e
Georgia Depariment of Transportation A
GDOT Pl # (or N/A):{0013733 Request By:|Roadway Design isti
( ) - quest By | y Desig | 2018 | Existing Data Year 2018 E);lgsgl(r;gzgt[a:oro\;]olumes N
County: GDOT District: 7 - Metro Atlanta 2028 | Project Opening Year o Annual Growth Rate:| 0.8%
2048 | Project Design Year ©) | (170)] (50| (205) & K Factor*:| 8%
Major (State) Road:lSR 6 | Speed Limit:{ 45 mph 0 45 | 210 | 35 |@ '
. . , - EB SR 6 010 [T
Minor (Crossing) ST.|SR 5 | Speed Limit:[ 45 mph =0 [ 310 2018 Intersection Dally 0 | ) g
3 Entering Vol t): 2
Major ST Directionzm Area Type:lUrban | % (850) | 1,490 nenng4 ;:;1 @ fes) 710 |(1780)| 2
_ 5 — =l @0 | s0 50 | (160) [
Intersection Control.l ignal (turn lanes on mainline) | g 0 5 TWESRE
Prepared By:|Lily Hardman Analyst:|Lily Hardman Beak Hour % Truck g 9 [560] 35| 0 Legend:
eaK nour 7o 1TUCKS
21 (85) | (350) [ (40) | (O 000 = AM Peak A| h Vol
Date:[9/30/2020 Project ID:[P1 0013733 | s w s | LA E]0O oK pproact ™
9% 19 1z |1z 685 (475) [3070] (000) = PM Peak Approach Vol
Project Purpose: The purpose of this project is to improve operations at . . . . [000] = ADT Volume (Estimate)
the intersection of SR 5 and SR 6. Approach Splits: SR 6-0.3/SR5-0.7
2028 Opening Year Volumes 2048 Design Year Volumes
315 (1035) [3325] 390 (1265) [4070]
©) | (190) | (620) | (225) |12 ©0) | (230) | (755)| (280) |12
0 [ 50 | 225] 40 | 0 [ 60| 285 45 |
EBSR6 P 0| O|F EBSR6 P 0] 0|8
§ (55) | 340 2028 Intersection Daily 45 | (40) ::> g (70) | 415 2048 Intersection Daily 55 | (50) g
“ Entering Volume (est): © py Entering Volume (est): S
S | (940) | 1650 4815 785 [(1970) S 2 |(1145)[ 2010 5.900 950 |(2415)| &
=S| ()| 55 55 | (175)| = CON IR 65 | (215)|S
gl o] o WB SR 6 2l o] o WB SR 6
g 100 | 605 | 45 | © g 120 | 755 | 50 | ©
2| (95) | (385)[ (45) | (0) 2| (115)| (480) [ (50) | (0)

750 (525) [3395]

925 (645) [4155]

Introduction: In 2005, SAFETEA-LU established the Highway Safety Improvement Program (HSIP) and mandated that each state prepare a Strategic Highway Safety Plan (SHSP) to
prioritize safety funding investments. Intersections quickly became a common component of most states’ SHSP emphasis areas and HSIP project lists, including Georgia's
SHSP. Intersection Control Evaluation (ICE) policies and procedures represent a traceable and transparent procedure to streamline the evaluation of intersection control
alternatives, and further leverage safety advancements for intersection improvements beyond just the safety program. Approximately one-third of all traffic fatalities and
roughly seventy five percent of all traffic crashes in Georgia occur at or adjacent to intersections. Accordingly, the Georgia SHSP includes an emphasis on enhancing
intersection safety to advance the Toward Zero Deaths vision embraced by the Georgia Governor’s Office of Highway Safety (GOHS). This ICE tool was developed to support
the ICE policy, developed and adopted to help ensure that intersection investments across the entire Georgia highway system are selected, prioritized and implemented with
defensible benefits for safety towards those ends.

Tool Goal: The goal of this ICE tool is to provide a simplified and consistent way of importing traffic, safety, cost, environmental impact and stakeholder posture data to assess and
quantify intersection control improvement benefits. The tool supports the ICE policy and procedures to provide traceability, transparency, consistency and accountability when
identifying and selecting an intersection control solution that both meets project purpose and reflects overall best value in terms of specific performance-based criteria.

Requirements: An ICE is required for any intersection improvement (e.g. new or modified intersection, widening/reconstruction or corridor project, or work accomplished through a driveway
or encroachment permit that affects an intersection) where: 1) the intersection includes at least one roadway designated as a State Route (State Highway System) or as part
of the National Highway System; or 2) the intersection will be designed or constructed using State or Federal funding. In certain circumstances where an ICE would otherwise
be required, the requirement may be waived based on appropriate evidence presented with a written request. (See the "Waiver" tab to review criteria that may make a project
waiver eligible and for instructions to submit a waiver request to the Department). An ICE is not required when the proposed work does not include any changes to the
intersection design, involves only routine traffic signal timing and equipment maintenance, or for driveway permits where the driveway is not a new leg to an already existing
intersection on either 1) a divided, multi-lane highway with a closed median and only right-in/right-out access or 2) an undivided roadway where the development is not
required to construct left and/or right turn lanes (as per the Driveway Manual and District Traffic Engineer).

Two-Stage A complete ICE process consists of two (2) distinct stages, and it is expected that the respective level of effort for completing both stages of ICE will correspond to the
Process: magnitude and complexity of the intersection. Prior to starting an ICE, the District Traffic Engineer and/or State Traffic Engineer should be consulted for advice on an
appropriate level of effort. The Stage 1 and Stage 2 ICE forms are designed minimize required data inputs using drop-down menu choices and limiting text entry. Al fields

shaded grey include drop down menu choices and all fields shaded blue require data entry. All other cells in the worksheet are locked.

Stage 1: Stage 1 should be conducted early in the project development process and is intended to inform which altematives are worthy of further evaluation in Stage 2. Stage 1 serves

Screening as a screening effort meant to eliminate non-competitive options and identify which alternatives merit further considerations based on their practical feasibility. Users should

Decision use good engineering judgement in responding to the seven policy questions by selecting "Yes" or "No" in the drop-down boxes. Alternatives should not be summarily
Record eliminated without due consideration, and reasons for eliminating or advancing an alternative should be documented in the "Screening Decision Justification" column.

Stage 2: Stage 2 involves a more detailed and familiar evaluation of the altematives identified in Stage 1 in order to support the selection of a preferred altemative that may be advanced
Alternative to detailed design. Stage 2 data entry may require the use of external analysis tools to determine costs, operations and/or safety data that, combined with environmental and
Selection stakeholder posture data, form the basis of the ICE evaluation. A separate “CostEst” worksheet tab helps users develop pre-planning-level cost estimates for each Stage 2
Decision alternative evaluated, and a separate Users Guide has been prepared to give guidance on Stage 1 and Stage 2 data entry. Once all data is entered, each alternative is scored
Record and ranked, with the results reported at the bottom of the Stage 2 worksheet to inform on the best of the intersection controls evaluated for project recommendation.

Documentation: A complete ICE document consists of the combination of the outputs from either a completed and signed waiver form or both Stage 1 and Stage 2 worksheets (along with
supporting costing and/or environmental documentation), to be included in the approved project Concept Report (or equivalent) or as a stand-alone document.



GDQT GDOT ICE STAGE 1: SCREENING DECISION RECORD

S pepmmenierenEReten ICE Version 2.15 | Revised 07/01/2019

GDOT Pl # 0013733 Note: Up to 5 alternatives
Project Location: SR6@SR5 may be selected and
Existing Control: Signal (tumn lanes on mainline) | @valuated; Use this ICE
P Tov: Liv Hard Stage 1 to screen 5 or
repared oy. y nardman fewer alternatives to
Date: 9/30/2020 evaluate in Stage 2
Answer “Yes” or “No” to each policy question for
each control type to identify which alternatives
should be evaluated in the Stage 2 Decision
Record; enter justification in the rightmost column
Intersection Alternative (see “Intersections” tab for Q&%\,b
detailed description of intersection/interchange type) NP
Conventional (Minor Stop) No No Yes No No No No  |Not considered - Results in LOS F
Conventional (All-Way Stop) No No Yes No No No No  |Not considered - Results in LOS F
Mini Roundabout No Yes Yes No No No No Contlrol BT DT =)
multi-lane roadway
Single Lane Roundabout No Yes Yes No No No No  [Not considered - Results in LOS F
g Multilane Roundabout No Yes Yes No No No No [Not considered - Results in LOS F
5 T
& |RCUT (stop control) No Yes Yes No No No No Not C.0n3|dered Minor road volumes are
b too high
5 RIRO w/down stream U-Turn No Yes Yes No No No No mZLconS|dered - Thru traffic volumes too
(]
N i - iy
© |High-T (unsignalized) No No No No No No No .NOt con§|dered Nota three-leg
=4 intersection
2 |0ffset-T Intersections No No No No No No No Not considered - M|nor road through
) volumes are too high
Diamond Interch (Stop Control) No No No No No No No Not.a fr.e.e way facility, an interchange is
not justified
Diamond Interch (RAB Control) No No No No No No No |Interchange not justified at this location
R — - ,
Add LT Lanes on SR 6 Yes No No Yes Yes Yes No Not'a fr.eleway facility, an interchange is
No RT Lane Improvements not justified
Other unsignalized (provide description): No No No No No No No [N/A
Traffic Signal Yes No Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes [Potential solution to evaluate
Median U-Turn (Indirect Left) No Yes No No No No No Minor road volume too h.'gh' Mmgr road
total volume to the total intersection
RCUT (signalized) No Yes No No No No No Not gon3|dered - Minor road volumes are
too high
Displaced Left Turn (CFI) Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes [Potential solution to evaluate
[72]
[ i - o
-2 |Continuous Green-T No No No No No No No .NOt congdered Nota three-leg
5 intersection
& Left turn volume from major road is too
% Jughandle 1 = = o e B ho high and minor road volume is too high
B |Quadrant Roadway Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Potential solution to evaluate due to
N heavy thru and left turn volumes
S |Diamond Interch (Signal Control) Yes Yes Yes Yes No No No Not.a fr.e.e way facility, an interchange is
'c% not justified
Diverging Diamond Yes Yes Yes Yes No No No Not'a fr.ele LI LT
not justified
Single Point Interchange Yes Yes Yes Yes No No No Not.a fr.e.e way facility, an interchange is
not justified
No LT Lane Improvements No No No No No No No [NA
No RT Lane Improvements
Other Signalized (provide description): No No No No No No No [N/A

1= Intersection type selected for more detailed analysis in Stage 2 Alternative Selection Decision Record



G D QT GDOT ICE STAGE 2: ALTERNATIVE SELECTION DECISION RECORD

Georgia Department o ransporiation ICE Version 2.15 | Revised 07/01/2019
GDOT PI # (or N/A) 0013733 GDOT District: 7 - Metro Atlanta Date: 9/30/2020
County: Douglas Area Type: Urban Agency/Firm: Lily Hardman
Project Location: SR6 @ SR5 Analyst: Lily Hardman
Existing Intersection Control: Signal (turn lanes on mainline) Type of Analysis:|ConventionaI Non-Safety Funded Project
Opening / Design Year Traffic Operations Crash Data: Enter most Crash Severity
Intersection meets signal/AWS warrants? Meets Signal Warrants [ Complete Streets recent 5 years of crash data PDO Injury Crash* | Fatal Crash*
Traffic Analysis Measure of Effectiveness Intersection Delay Warrants Met? Angle 59 40 0 28%
Traffic Analysis Software Used HCS7 [] PEDESTRIANS ~ @|Head-On 5 5 0 3%
Analysis Time Period AM Peak Hr [ PM Peak Hr L] sicvcies E Rear End 145 48 8 56%
2028 Opening Yr No-Build Peak Hr Intersection Delay | 60.6 sec | 305.7 sec “] TRANSIT &|Sideswipe - same 29 4 0 9%
2028 Opening Yr No-Build Peak Hr Intersection V/C 0.95 1.51 © Sideswipe - opposite 3 0 0 1%
2048 Design Yr No-Build Peak Hr Intersection Delay 171.7 sec | 477.9 sec Not Collision w/Motor Veh 5 2 0 2%
2048 Design Yr No-Build Peak Hr Intersection V/C ratio 1.24 1.92 TOTALS: 246 99 3 348
* Number of crashes resulting in injuries / fatalities, not number of persons
Alternatives Analysis: Alternative 1 Alternative 2 Alternative 3 Alternative 4 Alternative 5
Proposed Control Type/lmprovement: Traffic Signal Displac(ecc:jFLl)e ft Turn Quadrant Roadway N/A N/A
project Cost: (From CostEst Worksheet)rew pavement or overlay assun  Additional description here Additional description here
Construction Cost $4,422,701 $13,229,556 $10,627,292
ROW Cost $697,906 $697,906 $2,944,225
Environmental Cost $145,000 $100,000 $70,000
Reimbursable Utility Cost $185,000 $1,500,000 $975,000
Design & Contingency Cost $1,346,000 $2,710,000 $756,000
Cost Adjustment (justification req'd) 0% 0% 0%
Total Cost $6,796,607 $18,237,462 $15,372,517
Traffic Operations: User Cost Override User Cost Override User Cost Override
Traffic Analysis Software Used HCS7 VISSIM 9.0 Synchro 9
Analysis Period AM Peak Hr | PM Peak Hr | AM Peak Hr | PM Peak Hr | AM Peak Hr | PM Peak Hr
2048 Design Yr Build Intersection Delay 131.5 sec| 395.7 sec| 28.8 sec 32.8 sec | 29.4 sec | 23.7 sec
2048 Design Yr Build Intersection V/C 1.12 1.72 1.08 1.46 1.03 0.97
Safety Analysis:
Predefined CRF: PDO 0% 33% 128%
Predefined CRF: Fatal/Inj 0% 50% 114%
Predefined CRF Source: N/A FHWA-HRT-09-055 | TRB Symposium Study
User Defined CRF: PDO 33%
User Defined CRF: Fatal/Inj 50%
User Defined CRF Source
(write in if applicable):
Environmental Impacts:1
Historic District/Property None None None
Archaeology Resources Minimal Minimal None
Graveyard None None None
Stream Significant Significant Minimal
Underground Tank/Hazmat None None None
Park Land None None None
EJ Community None None None
Wooded Area None None Significant
Wetland None None None
Note: If environmental impact is significant (RED ), provide justification impact won't jeopardize project delivery using "Env" worksheet
Stakeholder Posture: ! Environmental impacts are only preliminary estimates; detailed environmental impact documentation will be included with project concept report
Local Community Support Neutral Neutral Neutral
GDOT Support Opposition Supportive Strong
Final ICE Stage 2 Score: -0.1 3.8 4.6
Rank of Control Type Alternatives: 3 2 1

Note: Stage 2 score is not given (shown as "-") if signal or AWS is selected as control type but respective warrants are not met
Provide additional comments and/or
explain any unique analysis inputs, or
results (as necessary):



GD@T

Georgia Department of Transpartation

Project Information

Existing Intersection Control: Signal (turn lanes on mainline

GDOT ICE TOOL: COST ESTIMATING AID

Location: SR6 @ SR 5
GDOT PI # (or N/A): 0013733

County:
Area Type:
GDOT District:

Type of Analysis: Conventional Non-Safety Funded Project

Douglas
Urban
7 - Metro Atlanta

ICE Version 2.15 | Revised 07/01/2019

Date:

9/30/2020

Agency/Firm: Lily Hardman
Analyst: Lily Hardman
Major Street Direction: East/West

Table 1: Existing Conditions EB SR 6 WB SR 6 NB SR 5 SBSR5
Movement| Left Turn Thru Right Turn | Left Tum Thru Right Turn | Left Turn Thru Right Turn | Left Tumn Thru Right Turn
Number of Lanes| 1 2 1 1 2 1 1 2 1 1 2 1
Lane Widths* 12' 12' 22' 12' 12' 12' 12' 12' 16' 12' 12' 16'
Bay Length**
Median Width
Right-of-Way 210'
Table 2: Proposed Conditions | ™ Snal D:ﬁ‘rancfg;)e ' gz:s;?;; NA NA Site Context Intersections
Proposed Pavement Type| F.D. Asphalt | F.D. Asphalt | F.D. Asphalt | F.D. Asphalt | F.D. Asphalt Topography: Rolling Signal Poles| Mast Arm
Reimbursable Utility:| Moderate | Significant | Moderate Minimal Minimal Traffic Mgmt Plan: Maintain Traffic Design Vehicle| WB-67
# of Driveway(s) Impacted 2 6 7 0 0 Project Size: Single Intersection Existing Interchange? No
Modify/Replace Traffic Signal 1 10 3 0 0 Roundabouts
Lighting Poles (ea) 0 25 0 0 0 Inscribed DIA - Mini 80
Flashing Beacons (ea) 0 0 0 0 0 Cost Multipliers Inscribed DIA - Single 140
RFB/PHB Ped Crossings (ea) 4 12 12 0 0 Grading Complete:| ~ 20% Inscribed DIA - Multi 200
New/Replace Sidewalks (LF)| ~ 4972' 9279' 304 0 0 Reimbursable Utility: 5% Circulating Lane Width 18
New/Replace Cross Drains (LF) 0' 0' 0' 0' 0 Traffic Control: 20% ROW Costs
New/Replace Guardrail (LF)[  2979' 2979' 265' 0' 0' Project Size: 0% Prevalent ROW Type: Commercial
New Retaining Wall (LF) 800' 900' 0' 0' 0 Prelim Engineering: 15% ROW Cost/Acre: $262,500
Bridge:New/Widen/Replace (sqft)| 8093 11587 0 0 0 Project Contingency:[  20% ROW Multiplier: 1.6
Add'l ROW/Easements/Demolition $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
Table 3: Control Type Cost Breakdown
Per Ln Mi Traffic Signal Displaced Left Turn (CFI) Quadrant Roadway N/A N/A
Pay Item Unit Cost | Unit Cost | Quantity Cost Quantity Cost Quantity Cost Quantity Cost Quantity Cost
New Construction (Base & Pave) $500K/LM | $9.47/sqft 66,542 $630,133 130,226 | $1,233,201 98,863 $936,203
Roadway Mill and Overlay $64K/LM | $1.21/sqft 0 $0 0 $0 0 $0
Urban C&G/Drainage - both sides 441-6720 | $19.08/LF 200 $3,816 5,180 $98,834 5,200 $99,216
Rural Typ Drainage - both sides $150K/ILM | $2.84/LF 0 $0 0 $0 0 $0
Concrete Island (sqyd) n/a $51.58/syd 0 $0 1,200 $61,896 380 $19,600
Median Landscaping $100K/ILM | $1.89/LF 0 $0 0 $0 7,800 $14,773
Typical Driveways Impacted (ea) n/a $7,500 ea 2 $15,000 6 $45,000 7 $52,500
Typical E&S Control Temp/Perm $150K/ILM | $34.09/LF 100 $3,409 2,590 $88,295 2,600 $88,636
Roundabout Truck Apron (sqft) n/a $10.25/sqft 0 $0 0 $0 0 $0
Signing & Marking $0 $22.73/LF 100 $2,273 2,590 $58,871 2,600 $59,098
Flashing Beacon (ea) n/a $20,000 ea 0 $0 0 $0 0 $0
New Traffic Signal (Mast Arms) 674-1000 | $182,575ea 1 $182,575 10 $1,825,750 3 $547,725
Lighting (per pole) n/a $5,607 ea 0 $0 25 $140,175 0 $0
Signalized Ped Crossings (ea) nla $19,637 ea 4 $78,548 12 $235,644 12 $235,644
6' Sidewalk (LF) n/a $49.23/LF 4972 $244,772 9,279 $456,805 304 $14,966
New/replace cross drains (LF) nla $41.31LF 0 $0 0 $0 0 $0
Typical Guardrail (LF) n/a $65.56/LF 2979 $195,303 2979 $195,303 265 $17,373
Retaining Wall (LF) n/a $808.52/LF 800 $646,816 900 $727,668 0 $0
Bridge widen/replace (SF) n/a $210/sqft 8,093 $1,699,530 11,587 $2,433,270 0 $0
Env Costs (from Stage 2 impacts) n/a n/a 0 $145,000 0 $145,000 0 $75,000
Grading Complete - 20% n/a n/a $0 $1,549,143 $432,147
Traffic Control - 20% n/a n/a $0 $1,549,143 $432,147
Reimbrusable Utility nla n/a $185,109 $760,071 $104,287
Preliminary Engineering - 15% n/a n/a $577,076 $1,161,857 $324,110
Contigency - 20% n/a n/a $769,435 $1,549,143 $432,147
ROW Cost/Acre: Commercial nla $262,500ac $236,250 $223,755 $1,246,875
Add'l ROW / Displacement / Demo n/a n/a $0 $0 $0
ROW Multiplier - 1.6 n/a n/a $141,750 $134,253 $748,125
Project Scale Reduction - 0.0% n/a n/a $0 $0 $0
Grand Total Costs $5,757,000 $14,673,000 $5,881,000
Table 4: Assumption Adjustments/Quantity Overrides
Alternative Evaluated Assumptions: Pavement Caloulated US?F Caloulated US?F Major .ST. US?F Minor .ST. US?F
ROW (ac) | Override* | Pavement | Override* JConstLimits| Override* JConst Limits| Override*
Traffic Signal Pave/Overlay Intersection | F.D. Asphalt 0.00 0.9 0 66,542.0 50 0.0 50 0.0
Displaced Left Turn (CFl) 2-approach CFI F.D. Asphalt -0.57 0.9 48,000 130,226.0 2,000 0.0 590 0.0
Quadrant Roadway New Roadway F.D. Asphalt 5.00 48 36,000 98,863.0 1,310 0.0 1,290 0.0
N/A #N/A F.D. Asphalt #NIA #N/A #NIA #N/A #NIA #N/A #NIA #N/A
N/A #N/A F.D. Asphalt #N/A #N/A #N/A #N/A #N/A #N/A #N/A #N/A




GDQT GDOT INTERSECTION CONTROL EVALUATION (ICE) WAIVER FORM

Geargia Department of Transportation ICE Version 2.15 | Revised 07/01/2019

Waiver Request - N/A
In certain circumstances where an ICE would otherwise be required, an ICE may be waived based on appropriate evidence
presented with a written request. Scenarios in which an ICE waiver request may be considered include:

1. Proposed improvements do not substantially alter the character of the intersection, and are considered minor in nature, such
as extending existing turn lane(s) or modifying signal phasing at an existing traffic signal

2. The intersection consists of a public roadway intersecting a divided, multilane roadway where the access will be limited to a
closed median with only right-in/right-out access that will operate acceptably; or

3 The intersection is along an undivided, two-lane roadway that will not be widened and meets the following criteria:
» Low risk in terms of exposure (total intersection entering volume less than 1,000 vehicles /day)
» Latest 5 years of crash history is not indicative of a crash problem (no discernible crash patterns coupled with low
crash frequency and severity)
» Layout has no unusual or undesirable geometric features (such as restricted sight distance)
» The proposed changes are not expected to adversely affect safety

If only one alternative is determined to be feasible from the ICE Stage 1, then a waiver may be submitted in lieu of completing ICE
Stage 2. The waiver must clearly explain why there is no other feasible alternative. A Waiver Form should also be submitted to
document an agreed upon decision to select a preferred alternative other than the highest scoring alternative in Stage 2.

ICE waiver forms with supporting documentation should be submitted for approval to the Office of Traffic Operations or District
Engineer (depending on Waiver level). Questions regarding the waiver process should be routed to the State Traffic Engineer.

Project Information: Location: SR6 @ SR 5 GDOT PI # (or N/A): 0013733
County: Douglas Requested By: Roadway Design
GDOT District: 7 - Metro Atlanta Prepared By: Lily Hardman
Area Type: Urban Analyst: Lily Hardman
Existing Intersection Control: Signal (turn lanes on mainline) Date: 9/30/2020

Waiver Request Type:|-—- select one -

Traffic and Operations Data:’

Intersection meets signal/AWS warrants?|  Meets Signal Warrants Crash Data (Required):1
Traffic Analysis Type: Intersection Delay Crash Data: Enter most Crash Severity
Existing Avg Daily Traffic (Major Street): 0 recent 5 years of crash data PDO |Injury Crash*| Fatal Crash*
Existing Avg Daily Traffic (Minor Street): 0 Angle 59 40 0 <-
(6]
Analysis Period:| AM Peak | PM Peak E: Head-On 5 5 0
2028 Opening Yr Peak Hour Intersection Delay:| 0.0 sec 0.0 sec < |Rear End 145 48 3
2028 Opening Yr Peak Hour Intersection V/C: 0.00 0.00 g Sideswipe - same 29 0
2048 Design Yr Peak Hour Intersection Delay:| 0.0 sec 0.0 sec Sideswipe - opposite 3 0 0
2048 Design Yr Peak Hour Intersection V/C: 0.00 0.00 Not Collision w/Motor Veh 5 2 0
'Crash data required for all existing intersections. ADT's required if available (from data collected or nearest TOTALS: 246 99 3
GDOT count station site). Capacity data is optional unless needed to justify basis of the waiver request. *Number of crashes resulting in injuries / fatalities, not number of persons
Description of Work /
Justification for Waiver
(Required):
Proposed Intersection Control:|-- select one ---
REQUESTED BY: Date:
Title:
APPROVED BY: Date:
Name:

District Engineer or (Approved Delegate)



GD@T

Georia beperimentaffianspernaton ICE Version 2.15 | Revised 07/01/2019
Project Information
GDOT District: 7 - Metro Atlanta Date: 9/30/2020
Requested By: Roadway Design Area Type: Urban
County: Douglas Prepared By: Lily Hardman
Project Location: SR6 @ SR 5 Analyst: Lily Hardman

Existing Intersection Control: Signal (turn lanes on mainline)

Environmental Factors

In the box below, document any significant environmental factors for any alternative considered. Include a
plan and costs for mitigation that retains the proposed intersection type as a viable alternative. Include in ICE
documentation package only if one or more alternatives have significant impacts.

Proposed Intersection Control #1:  Traffic Signal
None

Proposed Intersection Control #2:  Displaced Left Turn (CFl)
None

Proposed Intersection Control #3:  Quadrant Roadway
None

Proposed Intersection Control #4:  N/A
None

Proposed Intersection Control #5:  N/A
None



Hardman, Lilian

From: Raymond, Christopher

Sent: Friday, March 20, 2020 8:19 AM

To: Hardman, Lilian; Trevorrow, Daniel J

Cc: Boockholdt, Steven C; Rudd, Christopher

Subject: RE: 0013733 - SR 5/US 78 @ SR 6/US 278 ICE comments
Attachments: Virginia_State_Preferred_CMF_List.pdf

Hey Lily,

Everything looks good. At this point, my only comment would be to include a more realistic CMF for quadrant roadway.
There is an active issue with ICE that shows over 100% crash reductions with the quadrant in some cases. I've attached
VA CMF table that | think should provide you with what you need.

Chris Raymond, PE

Traffic Operations Manager

Georgia
i Department
of Transportation

Office of Traffic Operations
935 United Avenue
Atlanta, GA, 30316
404.635.2809

From: Hardman, Lilian <lhardman@dot.ga.gov>

Sent: Thursday, March 5, 2020 1:43 PM

To: Raymond, Christopher <craymond@dot.ga.gov>; Trevorrow, Daniel J <DTrevorrow@dot.ga.gov>
Cc: Boockholdt, Steven C <SBoockholdt@dot.ga.gov>; Rudd, Christopher <crudd@dot.ga.gov>
Subject: FW: 0013733 - SR 5/US 78 @ SR 6/US 278 ICE comments

Good Afternoon Chris,

| just wanted to follow up again since | haven’t heard back from you as we are approaching the concept report submittal
deadline for this project.

Thank You!

Lily Hardman, P.E.
Civil Engineer 4

Gaoigia
i Department
of Transportation

Office of Roadway Design
27" Floor
600 West Peachtree St. NW



Hardman, Lilian

From: Raymond, Christopher

Sent: Friday, August 30, 2019 9:23 AM

To: Hardman, Lilian; Trevorrow, Daniel J

Cc: Boockholdt, Steven C; Smith-Calloway, Andrea L; Pearson, Andrew C
Subject: RE: PI 0013733 Douglas County ICE Report

He Lilian,

I’'m sorry we didn’t get these comments back to you sooner.... Luckily, even with the changes, the preferred alternative
does not change.

o Date of Collision is between 1/1/2014 and 12/31/2018 is on par with the crash data provided

o Consider using GDOT roundabout tool when doing capacity analysis for roundabout alternatives. The
roundabout may fail due to the high ADT volumes in the design year, no need to redo analysis

o Use a consistent method when applying the heavy truck percentage and roadway speed limits within the

various alternative intersection models (suggest using 18% HV across the board for each approach and alternative)

Introduction Sheet:

o Provide growth rate, K factor and ADT volumes. The ADT volumes will help indicate if the capacity of a
roundabout will work or not at the intersection

Alternatives analysis (Stage 2)

. Underneath the Proposed Control Type/Improvement row, specify the type model used to determine
intersection delay and v/c ratio

2048 Design Yr Build Intersection V/C:

. Vissim is a micro simulation, how was the v/c ratio determined? Provide V/C ratio calculations

. The Synchro 9 quadrant roadway reports of the intersection summary provide different v/c ratios than what’s
provided in the traffic operations section the 2048 quadrant signal report discloses a 1.55 v/c. (but due to the high crash
rate at the intersection, | believe the quadrant still ranks the highest alternative for implementation.)

. Provide documentation that reinforces the stakeholders support

Question: How will the proposed project work in conjunction with another proposed project in the area (Pl 0010821)?

Chris Raymond, PE

State Traffic Operations Manager

Gaoigia
i Department
of Transportation

Office of Traffic Operations
935 United Avenue
Atlanta, GA, 30316
404.635.2809

From: Hardman, Lilian <Ihardman@dot.ga.gov>
Sent: Monday, August 26, 2019 9:53 AM
To: Trevorrow, Daniel J <DTrevorrow@dot.ga.gov>; Raymond, Christopher <craymond@dot.ga.gov>



10. S 1 & A REPORT



Processed Date:Mar-14-2018 10:47:07 AM

Parameters: Bridge Serial Number

Bridge Serial Number: 097-0006-0

Location & Geography

Structure ID:

200 Bridge Information:

*6  Feature Intersected:
*7A  Route Number Carried:
*7B Facility Carried:

9  Location:

2 GDOT District:

*91 Inspection Frequency:
92A Fracture Critical Insp. Freq:
92B Underwater Insp Freq:
92C Other Spc. Insp Freq:
*4 Place Code:

*5A Inventory Route(O/U):
5B Route Type:

5C Service Designation:
5D Route Number:

5E Directional Suffix:

*16 Latitude:

*17 Longtitude:

98A Border Bridge:

99 ID Number:

*100 STRAHNET:

12 Base Highway Network:
13A LRS Inventory Route:
13B Sub Inventory Route:
101 Parallel Structure:

*102 Direction of Traffic:
*264 Road Inventory Mile Post:
*208 Inspection Area:

*104 Highway System:

*26 Functional Classification:
*204A Federal Route Type:
*204B Federal Route Number:
105 Federal Lands Highway:
*110 Truck Route:

217 Benchmark Elevation:

* Location ID No:

097-0006-0

06

SWEETWATER CREEK
SR00006

THORNTON ROAD

7 MI NE OF DOUGLASVILLE

4841700000 - D7 District Seven Chamblee

24 Date:  Jul-26-2017
0 Date: Feb-01-1901
0 Date: Feb-01-1901
0 Date: Feb-01-1901
00000

1

3 - State

1- Mainline

00006

0. Not applicable

33-47.7828

84 - 38.4630

0 98B: GA%
000000000000000

0- The Feature is not a STRAHNET route.
Yes

971000600

0

N. No parallel structure exists

2- Two Way

0.96

Area 09

1-Inventory Route is on the NHS
14- Urban - Other Principal Arterial
F - Primary.

01781

0. Not applicable

1- The Feature is part of the National Network For

Trucks
0000.00

097-00006D-000.96E

Georgia Department of Transportation
Bridge Inventory Data Listing

County: Douglas

218 Datum:

*19 Bypass Length:

*20 Toll:

*21 Maintenance Responsibility:
*22 Owner:

*31 Design Load:

37 Historical Significance:

205 Congressional District:

27 Year Constructed:

106 Year Reconstructed:

33 Bridge Median:

34 Skew:

35 Structure Flared:

38 Navigation Control:

213 Special Steel Design:
267A Type Paint Super Structure:
267B Type Paint Sub Structure:
*42A Type of Service On:

*42B Type of Service Under:
214A Movable Bridge:

214B Operator on Duty:

203 Type Bridge:

259 Pile Encasement:

*43A Structure Type Main material:

*43B Structure Type Main Type:
45 Number of Main Spans:

44 Structure Type Approach:

46 Number of Approach Spans:
226 Bridge Curve:

111 Pier Protection:

107 Deck Structure Type:

108A Wearing Surface Type:
108B Membrane Type:

108C Deck Protection:

265 Underwater Inspection Area:

0- Not Applicable

5

3- On a Free Road or Non-Highway

01-State Highway Agency.

01-State Highway Agency.

6- HS 20 + Mod (2-24,000# Axles @ 4ft Ctrs., when they govern)
5- Not eligible for the National Register of Historic Places
013

1963

1991

2-Closed (no barrier)

15

No

0- Navigation is not controlled by an Agency

0- Not applicable or other

5- Waterborne System (Type VI or VII) Year : 2001

0- Not Applicable Year : 0000

1-Highway

5-Waterway

0

0

A- Spread footing. O. Concrete M. Steel O. Concrete

3

4-Steel (Continuous)

2-Stringer/Multi-Beam or Girder

3

A:0- Other B: 0- Other

0

A: Vertical: NoB: Horizontal: No

N - Navigation Control item coded 0, or Feature not a waterway
1 - C-I-P Portland Cement Concrete - Epoxy Coated Rebars
1. Concrete

0. None

0. None

0

SUFF. RATING: 63.5

Signs & Attachments

225 Expansion Joint Type:
242 Deck Drains:

243A Parapet Location:
243B Parapet Height:

243C Parapet Width:

238A Curb Height:

238B Curb Material:

239A Handrail Left:

239B Handrail Right:

*240 Median Barrier Rail:
241A Bridge Median Height:
241B Bridge Median Width:

*230A Guardrail Location Direction Rear:

*230B Guardrail Location Direction Fwrd:
*230C Guardrail Location Opposing Rear:
*230D Guardrail Location Opposing Fwrd:

244 Approach Slab:

224 Retaining Wall:

233 Posted Speed Limit:
236 Warning Sign:

234 Delineator:

235 Hazard Boards:
237A Gas:

237B Water:

237C Electric:

237D Telephone:

237E Sewer:

247A Lighting: Street:
247B Navigation:

247C Aerial:

*248 County Continuity No.:
36A Bridge Railings:
36B Transition:

36C Approach Guardrail:

36D Approach Guardrail Ends:

15- Evazote Joint.

1- Open Scuppers.

0- None present.

0.00

0.00

0.0

0- None.

9- Concrete New Jersey Type Barrier.

9- Concrete New Jersey Type Barrier.

0- None.

0

4

5- Right side only, approach and continuous.
5- Right side only, approach and continuous.
5- Right side only, approach and continuous.
5- Right side only, approach and continuous.
3- Forward and Rear.

0- None.

45

No

No

No

21- Bottom Left.

00- Not Applicable

00- Not Applicable

00- Not Applicable

00- Not Applicable

No

No

No

04

1- Meets current standards

1- Meets current standards

1- Meets current standards

1- Meets current standards

Page 1 of 2



Processed Date:Mar-14-2018 10:47:07 AM

Bridge Serial Number: 097-0006-0

Programming Data

201 Project Number:

202 Plans Available:

249 Proposed Project Number:

250A Reconstruction Approval Status:
250B Route Approval Status:

250C Approval Status Definition:

250D Approval Status Federal:
251Project Identification Number:

252 Contract Date:

260 Seismic Number:

75A Type Work Proposed:

75B Work Done by:

94 Bridge Improvement Cost:(X$1,000)
95 Roadway Improvement Cost: (X$1,000)
96 Total Improvement Cost: (X$1,000)
76 Improvement Length:

97 Year Improvement Cost Based On:
114 Future AADT:

115 Future AADT Year:

Hydraulic Data
113 Scour Critical:

216A Water Depth:
216B Bridge Height:
222 Slope Protection:
221A Spur Dike Rear:

221B Spur Dike Fwd:
219 Fender System:

220 Dolphin:

223A Culvert Cover:
223B Culvert Type:
223C Number of Barrels:
223D Barrel Width:
223E Barrel Height:

223F Culvert Length:

223G Culvert Apron:

39 Navigation Vertical Clearance:
40 Navigation Horizontal Clearance:

116 Navigation Vertical Clear Closed:

MLP-6 (31)/ FR-178-1 (28)
1- Plans at General Office.
0000000000000000000000000
No

No

0

0

0000000

Feb-01-1901

00000

0- Not Applicable

0- Initial Inventory

$2,309

$231

$3463

0.0'

2013

89925

2032

5. Foundations stable for conditions; scour
within limits

3

38.5

1

0- None.

000

0- Not Applicable
0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0

0
0
0

Georgia Department of Transportation
Bridge Inventory Data Listing

County: Douglas

Measurements:

*29 AADT:

*30 AADT Year:

109 % Truck Traffic:

* 28A Lanes On:

*28B Lanes Under:

210A Tracks On:

210B Tracks Under:

* 48 Maximum Span Length:

* 49 Structure Length:

51 Bridge Roadway Width:

52 Deck Width:

* 47 Total Horizontal Clearance:
50A Curb / Sidewalk Width Left:
50B Curb / Sidewalk Width Right:
32 Approach Rdwy. Width:

*229 Approach Roadway

Rear Shoulder Left: Width: 2
Fwd Shoulder: Left Width: 2
Rear Pavement: Width: 36.0
Forward Pavement: Width: 36.0

Intersection Rear: 1

53 Minimum Vertical Clearance Over Rd:

54A Under Reference Feature:

54B Minimum Clearance Under:
*228 Minimum Vertical Clearance
228A Actual Odometer Direction:
228B Actual Opposing Direction:

228C Posted Odometer Direction:
228D Posted Opposing Direction:

55A Lateral Underclearance Reference:

55B Lateral Underclearance on Right:
56 Lateral Underclearance on Left:
10A Direction of Travel for Max Min:
10B Max Min Vertical Clearance:
245A Deck Thickness Main:

245B Deck Thickness Approach:
246 Overlay Thickness:

59950
2012
1

7

0

00

0

96
250
111.9'
115.2'
99.9'
0.0
0.0
84.0'

Right Width:4.0
Right Width:4.0
Type:2- Asphalt.
Type:2- Asphalt.
Forward:0

99' 99"
N- Feature not a highway or railroad.

00"

99'99"
99'99"
00'00"
00'00"
N- Feature not a highway or railroad.
0.0
0.0

0
99'99"
7.0
0.0

0

Type: 2 - Asphalt.
Type: 2 - Asphalt.

SUFF. RATING: 63.5

Ratings and Posting
65 Inventory Rating Method:

63 Operating Rating Method:

66A Inventory Type:
66B Inventory Rating:
64A Operating Type:
64B Operating Rating:
231Calculated Loads
231A H-Modified:

231B Type3/Tandem:
231C Timber:

231D HS-Modified:
231E Type 3S2:

231F Piggyback:

261 H Inventory Rating:
262 H Operating Rating:
67 Structural Evaluation:
58 Deck Condition:

59 Superstructure Condition:

* 227 Collision Damage:
60A Substructure Condition:
60B Scour Condition:

60C Underwater Condition:

71 Waterway Adequacy:

61 Channel Protection Cond.:

68 Deck Geometry:
69 UnderClr. Horz/Vert:
72 Approach Alignment:

62 Culvert:

70 Bridge Posting Required:
41 Struct Open, Posted, CL:
* 103 Temporary Structure:
232 Posted Loads

232A H-Modified:

232B Type3/Tandem:

232C Timber:

232D HS-Modified:

232E Type 3s2:

232F Piggyback:

253 Notification Date:

258 Federal Notify Date:

1-Load Factor (LF)
1-Load Factor (LF)

2 - HS loading.
19
2 - HS loading.
33

Posting Required
21 No
24 No
26 No
25 No
27 No
28 No
24
41
4

6 - Satisfactory Condition
7 - Good Condition

7 - Good Condition

6 - Satisfactory Condition
N - Not Applicable
8-Equal to present desirable criteria.

8-Equal to present desirable criteria.
9
N

8-No reduction of vehicle operating speed
required.
N - Not Applicable

5. Equal to or above legal loads
A. Open, no restriction
No

00
00
00

00
00
00
Feb-01-1901
Feb-01-1901

Page 2 of 2



11. MS4 CONCEPT REPORT SUMMARY



MS4 Concept Report Summary

Attach the following checklist information to the Concept Report Template:

Is there a Project Level Exclusion that applies to this project: No O Yes
If yes, please indicate which of the following exclusions apply:

O Roadways that are not owned or operated (maintained) by GDOT may not require post-construction BMPs.

Coordinate with the appropriate local government or entity to determine stormwater management
requirements.

O The project location is not within a designated MS4 area.

O Maintenance and safety improvement projects whereby the sites are not connected and disturbs less than

one acre at each individual site. This includes projects such as repaving, shoulder building, fiber optic line
installation, sign addition, and sound barrier installation.

O Projects that have their environmental documents approved or right-of-way plans submitted for approval on

or before June 30th, 2012.

O Road projects that disturb less than 1 acre or for site development projects that add less than 5,000 ft? of

impervious area.

Drainage Area Summary
Water Channel Required
Quality | Protection | Detention
Pre-Development Post-Development Volume Volume Volume
Outfall Weighted Area Weighted Area (Cubic (Cubic (Cubic
Area Tc CN (Acres) Tc CN (Acres) Feet) Feet) Feet)
A .82 61 120.97 .82 61 120.97 431 144,150 132,231
B .28 74 41.11 .28 74 41.18 265 115,107 65,110
C .82 60 63.89 37 83 20.06 1,345 84,147 0
D 10 98 .91 10 98 1.01 0 N/A N/A
E 10 98 .79 10 98 .89 0 N/A N/A
F N/A N/A N/A 79 60 45.89 12,306 50,537 N/A
BMP Selection and Feasibility Summary
Outfall Level Exclusion? Is the BMP Feasible?
BMP Infeasibility Criteria "Feasibility of an
Y/N Exclusion No. Selected Y/N No. Infiltration BMP
Outfall Area
A Y 6 N/A
B Y 6 N/A
C N N/A N/A N 5
D Y 6 N/A
E Y 6 N/A
Bioretention Appropriate
F N Basin Y

1

- For outfall areas considering an infiltration BMP indicate if an infiltration BMP is well-suited, potentially suitable, has limited suitability,

or is unsuitable for the outfall area.

In addition to the above charts, attach the Drainage Area Map, drainage basin summary spreadsheets, and cost
estimates (if required) to the Concept Report. For outfall areas considering an infiltration BMP, attach Worksheet
J-1. See Appendix J of the GDOT Drainage Design for Highways Manual (Drainage Manual).
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MS4 CONCEPT REPORT SUMMARY

GDOT PI Number: 0013733 Submittal Date: MM/DD/YYYY
SR5/US 78 @ SR 6/US 278 -
Project Name: cFl / @ / Project Let Date: 4/15/2023
Coordinates: 33.7968 -84.6443 Agency/Company: GDOT
County: Douglas County, GA Contact Person: Lily Hardman
GDOT District: District 7 Contact Phone: (404) 631-1676
HSGs: [1A [“IB[1c [ID

Notes:

Milestone Submittal: ~ [“] Concept [ JPFPR [ JFFPR [ Addendum

MS4 Post-Construction Exclusions
Is there a Project Level Exclusion (PLE) that applies to this project? L ]Yes [vINo
If yes, please indicate which of the following exclusions apply:
PLE 1: Roadway not owned or operated by GDOT
PLE 2: Project location not within a designated MS4 area
PLE 3: Maintenance and safety project (multiple unconnected sites disturbing < 1 ac)
PLE 4: Project with environmental documents approved or R/W plans submitted on or before 1/30/2012

1J0ad

PLE 5: Road project disturbing < 1 ac or for site development project adding < 5,000 ft? of impervious area
PLE 6: Projects in MS4 areas added to the 2017 MS4 permit with concept approval before 1/3/2018

Wl

Note: At a minimum, this MS4 Concept Report Summary must be submitted with the Concept Report. If the project
does not have a PLE, it is recommended that this Tool be used to estimate sizing of potential post-construction
stormwater BMPs. It is understood, however, that the level of detail known about the project can vary at this stage
of design and the information will likely be approximate. Therefore, the delineation of basins and estimation of
sizing of post-construction stormwater BMPs is to be completed at the discretion of the Project Engineer. If basins
are delineated and sizing of post-construction stormwater BMPs are completed, submit a drainage basin map(s) and
a summary table of the proposed post-construction stormwater BMPs (Attachment B).Outfall level exclusions and
infeasibilities are not applied at this time unless the designer is 100% certain they will apply in final design.

Discharge Information
YN
L] [¥] Does the project discharge to a trout stream?

Hn

Disclaimer: This tool provided for information only and is intended to assist the designer in filling out Georgia Department of

Transportation’s MS4 Post-Construction Stormwater Report. This tool is being provided without warranty or liability of any kind to the
Department. All liability resides with the user of the tool. The Department’s Manual on Drainage Design for Highways shall be used in

design of post-construction structures.

Concept 1

PROJECT
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The location auto-populates based on information entered in the Project tab. Review the map and select the appropriate SCS peaking factor. Click on
the NOAA Atlas 14 button to be redirected to the NOAA reference, where you can obtain the appropriate precipitation data to be entered here.

Coordinates: 33.7968 -84.6443

County: Douglas County, GA

GDOT District: District 7 SCS Type Il - PF 484
SCS Distribution Type: Type ll SCS Type Il - PF 300
Peaking Factor: 484 SCS Type lll - PF 300
Payr, 2y (iN.): 3.45

Paryr, 2.0 (in.): 3.93

P10yr, 20r (IN.): 5.42

Pasyr, 2a-r (iN.): 6.40

Psouyr, 2.6r (IN.): 7.17

P100-yr, 2a-hr (iN.): , 7.97

NOAA ATLAS 14 |

Miles
0 25 50 75 100

Concept RAINFALL
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Attachment B: Post-Construction BMP Summary

SR 5/US 78 @ SR 6/US 278 - CFI

Drainage Area Characteristics

Applicable MS4 Requirements

Planning Considerations

Location and Identification

OLE . Stormwater BMP | BMP(s) required Maintenance
Outfall Area Drainage Basin - Impaired ) Approved TMDL | (Yes/ No) |RRv (v oy CP, (v Qs | O Infeasible Appllfa.b.le Feasible (Selected)| Infiltration Report? | for commitments Station Offset Responsibility
. k Receiving Water Impairment (v or (Vor | (Yor Infeasibility . . . Plan Sheet
(Drainage Basin) Name (Yes or No) (Yes or No) (see Note | orx) - orX) - - BMP(s) (see Note 2) BMP(s) (Applicable BMP) to another (Begin - End) (Left/ Right)
1) (see Note 3) agency?

DA_1 Outfall A Sweetwater Creek Yes FC Yes Yes (OLE 6) v v v v v 21-0001
DA_2 Outfall B Sweetwater Creek Yes FC Yes Yes (OLE 6) v v v v v 21-0001
DA_3 Outfall C Sweetwater Creek Yes FC Yes No v v v x % |DS,WS,GC,IT,SF)| 5,5,5,5,5,5,5,5,5,5,5 21-0001
DA_4 Outfall D Sweetwater Creek Yes FC Yes Yes (OLE 6) v v v v v 21-0001
DA_5 Outfall E Sweetwater Creek Yes FC Yes Yes (OLE 6) v v v v v 21-0001
DA_6 Outfall F Sweetwater Creek Yes FC Yes No v v v v v BB 210+50 - 213+00 Right 21-0001

Note 3: See Appendix J of the GDOT Drainage Design for Highways Manual for guidance on infiltration testing and the Stormwater BMP Infiltration Report.

Note 1: If an Outfall Level Exclusion is claimed, include the exclusion number (as listed in the Post-Construction Stormwater Guidance section of the PCSR template) and provide supporting evidence in Attachment C.

Note 2: If a BMP is identifed as infeasible, include the infeasibility number (as listed in the Post-Construction Stormwater Report Guidance section of the PCSR template) and provide supporting evidence in Attachment C.

Concept

ATTACHMENT_B
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Concept

SR 5/US 78 @ SR 6/US 278 - CFI

Attachment B-1: Pre- versus Post- Development Drainage Area Summary

Peak Flow Rate

Runoff Volumes

Outfall Pre-Development Post-Development
Area Overall Overall 1-Yr 25-Yr 100-Yr 25-Yr 100-Yr
(Drainage | Drainage Curve Tc (min) | Drainage Curve Tc (min)
. Number Number Post (cfs) | Pre (cfs) | Post (cfs) | Pre (cfs) | Post (cfs) | Pre (cuft) |Post (cuft)| Pre (cuft) | Post (cuft)
Basin) | Area (ac) Area (ac)
DA_1 120.97 61 48.9 120.97 61 48.9 29.4 158.3 158.3 247.1 247.1 1,000,175 | 1,000,183 | 1,502,537 | 1,502,549
DA_2 41.11 74 16.5 41.18 74 16.5 50.4 158 158 223 223 525,877 526,741 731,036 732,237
DA_3 63.89 60 48.9 20.06 83 223 34.4 106 88 167 119 507,391 325,094 767,819 433,219
DA_4 0.91 98 6 1.01 98 6 53 9 10 11 13 20,302 22,538 25,471 28,277
DA_5 0.79 98 6 0.89 97 6 4.5 8 9 10 11 17,613 19,546 22,098 24,615
DA_6 0.00 0 45.89 60 47.3 10.1 58 92 364,427 551,476
Page 1
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Phase 1 Screening Assessment of Stormwater Infiltration Feasibility Worksheet J-1

Outfall Basin Name: | Outfall F

Category Parameter Yes No Not Sure | Data Source / Reference’ Comments / Justification

Part 1 — Estimated Infiltration Rate

Is the estimated infiltration rate reliably greater than 0.5 X NRCS soil survey
in/hr (3.5x10* cm/s)? If answer is “No”, the site is Section 4.4.2
unsuitable for an infiltration BMP. If answer is “Yes”,
continue with Part 2.

Part 2 — Potential Infeasibility Criteria for Infiltration BMPs

BMP drainage area more than 5 acres? X
Continuous flow of groundwater or water X
from other source to BMP?
Less than 10 feet from property line? X
Less than 100 feet from private well? X USGS Well Records
Information
Drainage Less than 1,200 feet from public water X USGS Well Records
Manual supply well? Information
Chapter
10.4.4 Criteria | | o5 than 100 feet from septic system X
tank/leach field?
Less than 100 feet from surface waters? X
Less than 400 feet from surface drinking X
water source (non-tributary)?
Less than 100 feet from surface drinking X
water source (tributary)?
Bedrock at shallow depth? X NRCS soil survey
Geologic :
Karst conditions? X Figure 3-1

12/2016 Page 1 of 4



Phase 1 Screening Assessment of Stormwater Infiltration Feasibility

Worksheet J-1

Outfall Basin Name: | Outfall F

Category Parameter Yes No Not Sure | Data Source / Reference’ Comments / Justification
Potential for acid-producing rock? X Figure 3-2
Geologic :
Landslide prone area? X Figure 3-3
Potentially expansive soils present? X Figure 3-4
Soils :

Liquefiable soils? X NRCS soil survey
Non-coastal areas: Less than 4 feet X NRCS soil survey
distance between GWT and BMP bottom
elevation?

Groundwater Coastal areas: Less than 2 feet distance X NRCS soil survey
between GWT and BMP bottom
elevation?
BMP in a groundwater/aquifer recharge X Figure 3-5
area?
Near brownfield site? X GA EPD Brownfields
Near hazardous site? X ﬁéei;? Hazardous Site

Environmental e
Near existing underground storage tank X GA EPD USTs
(UST) or leaking underground storage
tank (LUST) site?
Within 20 feet of structure foundation X
(bridge, retaining wall, building, etc.)?
Less than 100 feet upgradient of structure X
Structural foundation?

Potential to affect buried utilities? X
Subsurface drainage toward subbase or X
impervious paved area of roadway?

Topographic Preconstruction slopes greater than 6%? X

12/2016 Page 2 of 4



Phase 1 Screening Assessment of Stormwater Infiltration Feasibility Worksheet J-1

Outfall Basin Name: | Outfall F

Category Parameter Yes No Not Sure | Data Source / Reference’ Comments / Justification
BMP footprint near crest or toe of X
proposed slope steeper than 4H:1V?
Topographic Less than 1 foot elevation difference X
between inflow and outflow locations?
BMP on or near fill soil section? X
Part 2 Screening Results: 29

Total Number of “Yes”/“No”/“Don’t Know” Responses
Yes = detrimental towards infiltration suitability
No = beneficial towards infiltration suitability

Part 3 — Conclusions

Is the basin suitable for infiltration based on the level of Yes
inquiry? (Additional, site specific assessment will be
required to quantify infiltration rates.)

A basin is suitable if all answers above are “No”.

Is the basin potentially suitable for infiltration? Yes

This classification occurs if suitability cannot be fully assessed at
this time due to limited information. Instances that may warrant
this classification include:

* Unsuitable characteristics (refer to Section 3.2) absent from
the site and/or limited to relatively small areas

« Variable soil conditions that require further investigation

« Unspecified site grading plans

¢ Unspecified BMP locations/depths

12/2016 Page 3 of 4



Phase 1 Screening Assessment of Stormwater Infiltration Feasibility

Worksheet J-1

Outfall Basin Name: | Outfall F

Category Parameter

Yes

No

Not Sure

Data Source / Reference!

Comments / Justification

Does the basin have limited suitability for infiliration?

This classification occurs if a more detailed investigation will be
required to delineate potentially suitable areas. Instances that
may warrant this classification include:

Portions of a site may feature unsuitable characteristics (see
Section 3.2). For example, a site may include suitable soils
at some locations and unsuitable soil types at others.
Limited options for siting BMPs. For example, the proposed
improvements at the site may not provide adequate space to
construct an infiltration BMP of the size required to handle
design storm flows.

No

Is the basin unsuitable for infiltration?
This classification occurs if:

The infiltration rate can be reliably forecast to be less than
0.5 in/hr

The infiltration rate is greater than 0.5 in/hr but infiltration
increases the risk of geotechnical hazards and
environmental impacts that cannot be mitigated to an
acceptable level

The infiltration BMP cannot be built within the constraints
listed in the GDOT Drainage Manual

No

12/2016
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FILE: PI No. 0013733, Douglas County

DATE: May 22, 2020

FROM: Monica L. Flournoy, P.E., State Materials Engineer

TO: Kimberly Nesbitt, State Program Delivery Administrator

Attn: Davida White, Project Manager
SUBJECT: SR 5/US 78 @ SR 6/US 278 - CFI

The Pavement Management Branch (PMB) of the Office of Materials and Testing
(OMAT) has completed the Initial Pavement Evaluation Summary Report for the above

project. The Project Manager should forward copies of this report to the appropriate
Office(s).

If additional information is needed, please contact Phillip Snider of the PMB at 404-
608-4778, 404-608-4770 (Main), or lan Rish at 404-608-4849.
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Initial Pavement Evaluation Summary
SR 5 @ SR 6, Douglas County
Pl No. 0013733
May 22, 2020

Project Description

1.1 Introduction

At the request of the GDOT Office of Program Delivery, the Pavement Management Branch of the
Office of Materials and Testing (OMAT) reviewed the suitability of the existing pavement to be
retained for the proposed project. This Initial Pavement Evaluation Summary (IPES) report includes
initial pavement design recommendations as a response to this request.

1.2 Purpose and Location

Project Identification (Pl) Number (No.) 0013733 is located in Douglas County (see Appendix B for
location map) and is an intersection improvement project. The project purpose is to improve
operations at the intersection of State Route (SR) 5 and SR 6 in Lithia Springs, Douglas County. SR
6 is described as having a Level of Service (LOS) of ‘F’ and SR 5 is described as having a LOS of ‘E’.

The project proposes to convert the intersection to a Continuous Flow Intersection (CFl). A concept
report has not yet been approved and alternative layouts have not been finalized. The layout
included in the request for this IPES included a quadrant connector between the east leg of SR 5
and the north leg of SR 6, widening, and lane shifts.

1.3 Prioritization

SR 6 is categorized as a High priority route. SR 5 is categorized as a Critical priority route west of
the intersection with SR 6 and High east of the intersection. State route priorities can be found on
the State Route Prioritization Map. The underdesign percentages should follow the guidelines set
forth in the Revised Flexible Pavement Underdesign Policy Based on State Route Prioritization. All
full depth flexible pavement designs for routes categorized as Critical or High shall have an
underdesign target of 5%.

Project Data

2.1 Soil Survey Summary

A Soil Survey Summary was not available for this project. Therefore, the default Soil Support Value
of 2.5 for Douglas County were used in development of the pavement designs. Graded Aggregate
Base (GAB) is the only base type which is typically allowed in this area. If a Soil Survey Summary is
completed at a later date, these designs should be re-evaluated.

2.2 Regional Factor
The Regional Factor (RF) for Douglas County is 1.8.
2.3 Traffic

The Project Manager provided traffic diagrams that were approved by the GDOT Office of Planning
on August 6, 2018 (see Appendix C for traffic data). The highest one-way combination of AADT and
24-hour truck percentage was used for the design analyses for this project. The data used in the
pavement designs is summarized in Table 1.

Page 1 of 6
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Initial Pavement Evaluation Summary

SR 5 @ SR 6, Douglas County

Pl No. 0013733

May 22, 2020
Table 1: Traffic Data
Years Route Lanes | 1-way ADT | 1-way ADT 24-HF: /;I'ruok SU Truck %
2028-2048 SR 5 2 10,725 13,075 11.0 9.0
2030-2040 SR 5 2 11,175 14,125 11.0 9.0
2028-2048 SR 6 2 22,150 27,025 18.0 12.0
2030-2050 SR 6 2 23,150 29,400 18.0 12.0
2028-2048 Quadrant 1 1,675* 2,050* 18.0 12.0
2030-2050 Quadrant 1 1,750* 2,225* 18.0 12.0

*SR 6 SB to SR 5 WB Turn Counts
2.4 Lane Distribution Factor

The Lane Distribution Factor (LDF) is used to determine the amount of 18-kip Equivalent Single Axle
Loads (ESALs) in the design lane. Typically, as the number of lanes increase, the LDF will decrease.
The recommended LDF values can be found in Table 7.2 of the GDOT Pavement Design Manual.
The LDF used for SR 5 and SR 6 is 80%.

3 Historic Information
3.1 COPACES (Computerized Pavement Condition Evaluation System)

The GDOT Maintenance Office conducts pavement condition surveys on routes that are maintained
by GDOT. The COPACES ratings from these surveys are based on a visual survey of surface
distresses of the existing pavement.

In 2015, the latest average rating for SR 6 from Milepost (MP) 0 to MP 1 in Douglas County was 78.
SR 6 was resurfaced shortly after this survey and another has not been performed at this location
since. The overall pavement condition was noted as “fair”. The rating showed significant level 2
(50%) block cracking, an average of 1/8 inch rutting, and some potholes.

In 2017, the average COPACES rating for SR 5 from MP 23 to MP 24 in Douglas County was 86. The
overall pavement condition was noted as “fair”. The rating showed limited level 2 (2%) load cracking,
some level 1 (10%) block cracking, and some level 2 (12%) reflective cracking.

These COPACES surveys were performed by the Area 3 Maintenance Office of District 7. The
distresses listed in the COPACES information are not consistent with those observed during the field
investigation. The observed distresses on SR 5 were similar in type and severity, but more extensive.
The SR 6 COPACES survey is not current since the road has been resurfaced since the survey was
last performed. COPACES data can be found in Appendix D.

3.2 SR 5: Previous Projects
Historic plans can be found in Appendix E.
3.21 PI M003751

SR 5 was resurfaced from Curley Road in Douglasville to the Cobb County line in 2009.
Work consisted of milling 1.5 inches and inlaying 165 Ibs/SY of 12.5 mm Superpave with
polymer-modified asphalt.

3.2.2 PI721120-

SR 5 was reconstructed from Peachtree Street, approximately 400 feet east of the
intersection, to the Cobb County line in 1991. Work consisted of paving with 1.5 inches of
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Initial Pavement Evaluation Summary
SR 5 @ SR 6, Douglas County
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May 22, 2020

Mix ‘E’, 2 inches of mix ‘B’, 5 inches of AC Base and 12 inches of GAB. Shoulders were
placed as 8”x30” curb and gutter.

3.23 PI H003079

SR 5 was widened and overlaid from the Alabama state line to downtown Austell in 1961.
Shoulders were widened two feet on each side with 8 inches of cement stabilized GAB. The
existing concrete pavement and newly placed GAB shoulders were then overlaid with
leveling, asphalt cement surface treatment and 165 Ibs/SY mix ‘E’.

3.24 Pl HO014018

SR 5 appears to have been originally constructed from the Douglasville city limits to the
Austell city limits in 1930 or 1931. Paving consisted of 6 inches of jointed concrete
pavement on subgrade with 50-foot doweled joints.

3.2.5 Miscellaneous

COPACES rating and the M003751 project description suggest that work was done on SR 5
in 1999, however records for this activity could not be located at this time.

3.3 SR 6: Previous Projects
Historic plans can be found in Appendix E.
3.3.1 Pl M004638

SR 6 was resurfaced from the Fulton County line to the intersection at SR 5 in 2015. The
work consisted of milling 1.5 inches and inlaying with 1.5 inches of 12.5 mm Superpave with
polymer-modified asphalt.

3.3.2 PIM003158

SR 6 was reconstructed from approximately 200 feet north of the intersection at SR 5 to
approximately 0.8 miles north of Hill Road in Cobb County in 2006. Paving consisted of 12
inches of continuously reinforced concrete, 330 Ibs/SY of 19 mm superpave and 12 inches
of GAB. A flush median was also constructed using 7 inches of roller-compacted concrete
on 20 inches of GAB.

3.3.3 PI721130-

SR 6 was widened and overlaid from [-20 to SR 5 in 1990. Widening consisted of 1.5 inches
of mix ‘E’, 2 inches of mix ‘B’, 6 inches of asphalt base and 12 inches of GAB on each side
with varying width. Mix ‘E’ also extended to cover the existing pavement. A 6-inch raised
concrete median was also constructed.

3.3.4 Pl 72046B-

SR 6 was originally constructed from SR 5 to north of Garrett Road in 1984. Paving
consisted of 8 inches of jointed concrete pavement with dowels on 6 inches of GAB. An
asphalt flush median was constructed with 1.25 inches mix ‘F’, 2.75 inches mix ‘B’ and 10
inches GAB.

3.3.5 PI761780-

SR 6 was widened and overlaid from [-20 to SR 5 in 1979. Widened sections consisted of 60
Ibs/SY mix ‘D’, 2 inches mix ‘B-modified’, 6 inches mix ‘A’ and 8 inches GAB. Overlay of the
existing pavement consisted of 2 inches mix ‘B-modified’ and leveling. Mix ‘D’ also
extended over the overlaid section. The new pavement appears to have been primarily in the
current southbound direction.
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3.3.6 Miscellaneous

Plans for the original construction of SR 6/Thornton Road from [-20 to SR 5/SR 8 could not
be located at this time. Also, COPACES ratings and the project description of M004638
suggest that SR 6 was resurfaced in 2000.

Field Data
4.1 Distress Survey

Personnel from the Pavement Management Branch conducted a field investigation on April 24, 2020.
The investigator visually observed and photographed pavement distresses. The investigator noted
predominantly block cracking on SR 5 within the project. Past COPACES surveys suggest that some
of this cracking may be reflective, however cores would be needed to verify. Also, some rutting was
noticed near the stop bar on the east leg in the westbound direction. Near the west end of the
project the block cracking is of a higher severity and high severity load cracking also becomes
visible.

The asphalt portion of SR 6 within the project appeared to be in good condition except for some
localized distresses. Distresses include potholes, block cracking in the northbound right turn lane,
rutting at the stop bars, and joint spalling and shoving at the joint with the concrete pavement just
north of the intersection. Rutting and potholes may be the result of stripped ‘B-modified’ in the
pavement, but cores would be required to verify. Cores will also be needed to verify if any block
cracking is reflective.

The concrete portion of SR 6 appears to be in good condition with only the frequent, tight,
transverse cracks typical of CRCP.

Example pavement surface condition photographs are included in Appendix F.
4.2 Ground Penetrating Radar (GPR)

GPR was not used during the field investigation of this project and therefore no GPR data is
included in this report.

4.3 Falling Weight Deflectometer (FWD)

FWD was not used during the field investigation of this project and therefore no FWD data is
included in this report.

44 Cores

Because this is IPES is a preliminary report, cores were not taken from this project at this time. If a
complete PES is requested in the future, cores will be taken at that time.

4.5 Recommendations

SR 5 to the east of the intersection appears suitable for retention. However, cores would be needed
to verify this recommendation.

SR 5 to the west of the intersection appears suitable to retain up to the existing construction joint.
Past this joint distress severity and frequency increase significantly which includes level 3 block/load
cracking. This pavement is not suitable to be retained and should be replaced.

Aside from the northbound right turn lane and localized distresses, SR 6 appears suitable to be
retained. However, historic data showing ‘B-modified’ in the pavement structure is concerning.
Cores will be needed to verify the integrity of the asphalt layers. If stripped asphalt is located within
the pavement, the affected material should be removed in its entirety.
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The concrete pavement on the northern leg of SR 6 was constructed in 2006 and appears to be in
good condition. This segment does not appear to need any major rehabilitation. However, it should
be closely examined at the time of construction for spalling or pop-outs and approximately 15
square yards (0.1%) of Type 1 concrete patching (451-1105) set aside for any potential repairs.

4.6 Full Depth Sections

The following full-depth flexible pavement structure is recommended for the potential reconstruction
or widening of SR 5 from approximately 800 feet south of the intersection to approximately 1150 feet
north of the intersection.

Table 2: Full-Depth Flexible Pavement Section SR 5
Pay ltem Material Course Thickness Spread Rate
Number
) 12.5 mm Superpave, GP 2 only, . 5
402-4510 Poly-Mod & H. Lime Surface 1.5 inches 165 Ibs/yd
402-3190 | 9 mMm Superpave, GP 1 or2 & Binder 2 inches 220 Ibs/yd?
H. Lime
402-3121 | 20 mMm Superpave, GP1or2, & |\ ok Base 7 inches 770 Ibs/yd?
H. Lime
310-1101 Graded Aggregate Base Base 12 inches N/A

The following full-depth flexible pavement structure is recommended for the proposed
reconstruction or widening of SR 6 from the concrete pavement joint to the Sweetwater Creek

bridge.
Table 3: Full-Depth Flexible Pavement Section SR 6
Pay Item Material Course Thickness Spread Rate
Number
) 12.5 mm Superpave, GP 2 only, . 5
402-4510 Poly-Mod & H. Lime Surface 1.5 inches 165 Ibs/yd
402-3190 | 9 mMm Superpave, GP 1 or2 & Binder 2 inches 220 los/yd?
H. Lime
402-3121 | 2°>MM S“peHrpi‘i’rié GP1or2,& | asphaltBase | 11inches | 1210 Ibs/yc?
310-1101 Graded Aggregate Base Base 12 inches N/A

The following full-depth flexible pavement structure is recommended for the proposed new
construction of the quadrant connector from SR 5 to SR 6.

Table 4: Full-Depth Flexible Pavement Section Quadrant Connector

2 Only, & H. Lime

Pay Iltem Material Course Thickness Spread Rate
Number
402-3103 | 9->MM Superpave, TYPE I, GP Surface 1.25inches | 135 Ibs/yd?
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Initial Pavement Evaluation Summary
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May 22, 2020
Table 4: Full-Depth Flexible Pavement Section Quadrant Connector

Pay Item Material Course Thickness Spread Rate

Number

402-3190 | 9 mMm Superpave, GP 1 or2 & Binder 2 inches 220 Ibs/yd?
H. Lime

402-3121 | 20 mMm Superpave, GP10or2, & | ok Base 5 inches 550 Ibs/yd?
H. Lime

310-1101 Graded Aggregate Base Base 12 inches N/A

The following full-depth rigid pavement structure on Table 5 is an alternative for the potential
reconstruction of SR 6. Rigid pavement should be considered at this location due to the potential for
rutting at intersections and this segment being located between a bridge and existing concrete

pavement.
Table 5: Full Depth Rigid Pavement Section SR 6
Pay Item Material Course Thickness Spread Rate
Number
439-0026 | 'ain PC Concrete Pavement Surface 12 inches N/A
(Class IlI)
310-1101 Graded Aggregate Base Base 8 inches N/A

Design analyses can be found in Appendix A.

4.7 Overlay Sections

Because the existing structure has not been verified, overlay designs are not included in this IPES.
Mill and Inlay/Overlay recommendations may be included in a complete PES.

5 Other Information

e The use of asphalt mixes recommended in this report meet the Criteria for Use of Asphaltic

Concrete Layer and Mix Types established on January 19, 2018.

e Pavement designs are preliminary and subject to change.

e AnIPES is for concept use only and a final PES is required in order to retain the pavement where

a PES is required per the PDP 6.3.4

Author:

Reviewer:

Phillip Snider

lan Rish, P.E.
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Appendix A: Pavement Designs
SR 5 @ SR 6, Douglas County
PI No 0013733

May 22, 2020
Flexible Pavement Design Analysis
PI Number 0013733 County(s) Douglas
Project Number N/A Design Name SR 5 Base through
Project Description Intersection Improvement - Preliminary Design

Traffic Data (AADTs are one-way) Miscellaneous Data
Initial Design Year | 2028 | Initial AADT, VPD 10,725 | 24 Hour Truck % 11.00 Lanes in one direction 2
Final Design Year 2048 Final AADT, VPD 13,075 SU Truck % 9.00 Curb & Gutter/Barrier Yes
Mean AADT, VPD 11,900 MU Truck % 2.00
Design Data

Lane Distribution Factor (%) 80.00 Soil Support Value 2.50 Single Unit ESAL 0.40
Terminal Serviceability Index 2.50 Regional Factor 1.80 Multiple Unit ESAL 1.50

User Defined 18-KIP ESAL 0.00 Calculated 18-KIP ESAL 0.60

Non-Standard
Value Comment

No SSS; default values used

Design Loading (Calculated 18-KIP ESAL)

Mean AADT, VPD LDF (%) Vehicle Type Volume (%) ESAL Factor Daily ESAL
Single Unit Truck 9.00 0.40 343
11,900 80.00
Multi Unit Truck 2.00 1.50 286
Total Daily ESALs 629
Total Design Period ESALs 4,591,700
Proposed Flexible Full Depth Pavement Structure
Thickness Structural Structural
Course Material (inches) Coefficient Value
Course 1 12.5 mm Superpave, Polymer Modified 1.50 0.4400 0.66
Course 2 19 mm Superpave 2.00 0.4400 0.88
1.00 0.4400 0.44
Course 3 25 mm Superpave @ |eeemeeeeccccccccee e e e e e e e e e e e e
6.00 0.3000 1.80
Course 4 Graded Aggregate Base 12.00 0.1600 1.92
Required SN I 5.72 I Proposed pavement is 0.38% Underdesigned Proposed SN 5.70

Design
Remarks

Widening/Turn Lanes

Prepared By

4/30/2020 11:15 AM

Recommended By

Approved By

Phillip Snider Date
State Roadway Design Engineer Date
State Pavement Engineer Date

Filename: c:\users\psnider\documents\projectwise\d3400991\0013733 Pavement Design.xlsm
GDOT Pavement Design Tool - Version 2.0
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Appendix A: Pavement Designs
SR 5 @ SR 6, Douglas County
PI No 0013733

May 22, 2020
Flexible Pavement Design Analysis
PI Number 0013733 County(s) Douglas
Project Number N/A Design Name SR 6 Base Through
Project Description Intersection Improvement - Preliminary Design
Traffic Data (AADTs are one-way) Miscellaneous Data
Initial Design Year | 2028 | Initial AADT, VPD 22,150 | 24 Hour Truck % 18.00 Lanes in one direction 2
Final Design Year 2048 Final AADT, VPD 27,025 SU Truck % 12.00 Curb & Gutter/Barrier Yes
Mean AADT, VPD 24,588 MU Truck % 6.00
Design Data
Lane Distribution Factor (%) 80.00 Soil Support Value 2.50 Single Unit ESAL 0.40
Terminal Serviceability Index 2.50 Regional Factor 1.80 Multiple Unit ESAL 1.50
User Defined 18-KIP ESAL 0.00 Calculated 18-KIP ESAL 0.77
g::lu- ftg:ia:::nt No SSS; Default values used
Design Loading (Calculated 18-KIP ESAL)
Mean AADT, VPD LDF (%) Vehicle Type Volume (%) ESAL Factor Daily ESAL
24,588 £0.00 Single Unit Truck 12.00 0.40 945
Multi Unit Truck 6.00 1.50 1,771
Total Daily ESALs 2,716
Total Design Period ESALs 19,826,800
Proposed Flexible Full Depth Pavement Structure
Thickness Structural Structural
Course Material (inches) Coefficient Value
Course 1 12.5 mm Superpave, Polymer Modified 1.50 0.4400 0.66
Course 2 19 mm Superpave 2.00 0.4400 0.88
Course 3 25 mm Superpave 100 04400 O
10.00 0.3000 3.00
Course 4 Graded Aggregate Base 12.00 0.1600 1.92
Required SN I 6.93 I Proposed pavement is 0.39% Underdesigned Proposed SN 6.90
Design Controlled by +2-year design
Remarks
Prepared By 4/30/2020 11:15 AM

Recommended By

Approved By

Phillip Snider Date
State Roadway Design Engineer Date
State Pavement Engineer Date

Filename: c:\users\psnider\documents\projectwise\d3400991\0013733 Pavement Design.xlsm
GDOT Pavement Design Tool - Version 2.0
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Appendix A: Pavement Designs
SR 5 @ SR 6, Douglas County

P1 No 0013733

May 22, 2020
Flexible Pavement Design Analysis
PI Number 0013733 County(s) Douglas
Project Number N/A Design Name SR6@SRS Quadrant
Project Description Intersection Improvement - Preliminary Design
Traffic Data (AADTs are one-way) Miscellaneous Data
Initial Design Year | 2028 | Initial AADT, VPD 1,675 24 Hour Truck % 18.00 Lanes in one direction 1
Final Design Year 2048 Final AADT, VPD 2,050 SU Truck % 12.00 Curb & Gutter/Barrier Yes
Mean AADT, VPD 1,863 MU Truck % 6.00
Design Data
Lane Distribution Factor (%) 100.00 Soil Support Value 2.50 Single Unit ESAL 0.40
Terminal Serviceability Index 2.50 Regional Factor 1.80 Multiple Unit ESAL 1.50
User Defined 18-KIP ESAL 0.00 Calculated 18-KIP ESAL 0.77
g::lu- ftg:ia:::nt No SSS; Default values used
Design Loading (Calculated 18-KIP ESAL)
Mean AADT, VPD LDF (%) Vehicle Type Volume (%) ESAL Factor Daily ESAL
1,863 100,00 Single Unit Truck 12.00 0.40 90
Multi Unit Truck 6.00 1.50 168
Total Daily ESALs 258
Total Design Period ESALs 1,883,400
Proposed Flexible Full Depth Pavement Structure
Thickness Structural Structural
Course Material (inches) Coefficient Value
Course 1 9.5 mm Type II Superpave 1.25 0.4400 0.55
Course 2 19 mm Superpave 2.00 0.4400 0.88
Course 3 25 mm Superpave 12 04400 03 ]
3.75 0.3000 1.13
Course 4 Graded Aggregate Base 12.00 0.1600 1.92
Required SN I 5.06 I Proposed pavement is 0.79% Underdesigned Proposed SN 5.03
ﬁ::%:ks Traffic Based on SR6 SB - SR 5 WB Turn Counts
Prepared By 5/7/2020 1:34 PM

Recommended By

Approved By

Phillip Snider Date
State Roadway Design Engineer Date
State Pavement Engineer Date

Filename: c:\users\psnider\documents\projectwise\d3400991\0013733 Pavement Design.xlsm
GDOT Pavement Design Tool - Version 2.0
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Appendix A: Pavement Designs
SR 5 @ SR 6, Douglas County
PI No 0013733

May 22, 2020
Rigid Pavement Design Analysis
PI Number 0013733 County(s) Douglas
Project Number N/A Design Name SR 6Rigid Alt
Project Description Intersection Improvement - Preliminary Design
Section Location * Type Section | JPCP
Begin Section Station * | End Section Station | * Section Length *
Traffic Data (AADTs are one-way) Miscellaneous Data
Initial Design Year 2028 | Initial AADT, VPD 22,150 24 Hour Truck % 18.00 Lanes in one direction 2

Final Design Year 2048 Final AADT, VPD 27,025 SU Truck % 12.00 Curb & Gutter/Barrier Yes

Mean AADT, VPD 24,588 MU Truck % 6.00 Interstate No

Design Loading (Calculated 18-KIP ESAL)
Mean AADT, VPD LDF (%) Vehicle Type Volume (%) ESAL Factor Daily ESAL

Other Vehicles 82.00 0.004 65

24,588 80 Single Unit Truck 12.00 0.500 1,181
Multi Unit Truck 6.00 2.680 3,164

Total Daily ESALs 4,410

Total Design Period ESALs 32,193,000

Design Data
Terminal Serviceability Index (Py) | 2.50 | Working Stress (psi) | 450 | Modulus of Elasticity (psi) | 3,200,000

Soil Support Value | 2.50 | Subgrade Modulus (k) | 110

Subbase Modulus (k,) | 155 | Subbase Modulus (keff)| 155

Trial Depth of PCC Pavement (inches) |

12.00

Calculated Stress from Equation (psi)

472.53

% Overstressed | 5.01 |

% Underdesigned | 4.77 | Balanced Thickness (inches)

12.31

Non-Standard

Value Comment No SSS; Default values used

Proposed Rigid Pavement Structure JPCP - Dowel Bar Size and Spacing
Thickness Refer to GDOT Standard 5046H:
Material (inches) Joint Details for Portland Cement Concrete Paving

JPCP - Jointed Portland Cement Concrete Pavement 12.00
19 mm Superpave Asphaltic Concrete Interlayer 0.00
Graded Aggregate Base 8.00

Design 12 inches typical maximum concrete pavement thickness

Remarks P P
Prepared By 5/4/2020 8:43 AM

Recommended By

Approved By

Phillip Snider Date
State Roadway Design Engineer Date
State Pavement Engineer Date

Filename: c:\users\psnider\documents\projectwise\d3400991\0013733 Pavement Design.xlsm

GDOT Pavement Design Tool - Version 2.0
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Appendix A: Pavement Designs
SR 5 @ SR 6, Douglas County

P1 No 0013733

May 22, 2020
Flexible Pavement Design Analysis
PI Number 0013733 County(s) Douglas
Project Number N/A Design Name SR 5 +2-Year Through
Project Description Intersection Improvement - Preliminary Design
Traffic Data (AADTs are one-way) Miscellaneous Data
Initial Design Year | 2030 | Initial AADT, VPD 11,175 | 24 Hour Truck % 11.00 Lanes in one direction 2
Final Design Year 2050 Final AADT, VPD 14,125 SU Truck % 9.00 Curb & Gutter/Barrier Yes
Mean AADT, VPD 12,650 MU Truck % 2.00
Design Data
Lane Distribution Factor (%) 80.00 Soil Support Value 2.50 Single Unit ESAL 0.40
Terminal Serviceability Index 2.50 Regional Factor 1.80 Multiple Unit ESAL 1.50
User Defined 18-KIP ESAL 0.00 Calculated 18-KIP ESAL 0.60
g::lu- ftg:ia:::nt No SSS; default values used
Design Loading (Calculated 18-KIP ESAL)
Mean AADT, VPD LDF (%) Vehicle Type Volume (%) ESAL Factor Daily ESAL
12,650 £0.00 Single Unit Truck 9.00 0.40 365
Multi Unit Truck 2.00 1.50 304
Total Daily ESALs 669
Total Design Period ESALs 4,883,700
Proposed Flexible Full Depth Pavement Structure
Thickness Structural Structural
Course Material (inches) Coefficient Value
Course 1 12.5 mm Superpave, Polymer Modified 1.50 0.4400 0.66
Course 2 19 mm Superpave 2.00 0.4400 0.88
Course 3 25 mm Superpave 100 04400 o
6.00 0.3000 1.80
Course 4 Graded Aggregate Base 12.00 0.1600 1.92
Required SN I 5.77 I Proposed pavement is 1.19% Underdesigned Proposed SN 5.70
Design Widening/Turn Lanes
Remarks
Prepared By 4/30/2020 11:15 AM

Recommended By

Approved By

Phillip Snider Date
State Roadway Design Engineer Date
State Pavement Engineer Date

Filename: c:\users\psnider\documents\projectwise\d3400991\0013733 Pavement Design.xlsm
GDOT Pavement Design Tool - Version 2.0
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Appendix A: Pavement Designs
SR 5 @ SR 6, Douglas County

P1 No 0013733

May 22, 2020
Flexible Pavement Design Analysis
PI Number 0013733 County(s) Douglas
Project Number N/A Design Name SR 6 +2-Year Through
Project Description Intersection Improvement - Preliminary Design
Traffic Data (AADTs are one-way) Miscellaneous Data
Initial Design Year | 2030 | Initial AADT, VPD 23,150 | 24 Hour Truck % 18.00 Lanes in one direction 2
Final Design Year 2050 Final AADT, VPD 29,400 SU Truck % 12.00 Curb & Gutter/Barrier Yes
Mean AADT, VPD 26,275 MU Truck % 6.00
Design Data
Lane Distribution Factor (%) 80.00 Soil Support Value 2.50 Single Unit ESAL 0.40
Terminal Serviceability Index 2.50 Regional Factor 1.80 Multiple Unit ESAL 1.50
User Defined 18-KIP ESAL 0.00 Calculated 18-KIP ESAL 0.77
g::lu- ftg:ia:::nt No SSS; Default values used
Design Loading (Calculated 18-KIP ESAL)
Mean AADT, VPD LDF (%) Vehicle Type Volume (%) ESAL Factor Daily ESAL
26275 20,00 Single Unit Truck 12.00 0.40 1,009
Multi Unit Truck 6.00 1.50 1,892
Total Daily ESALs 2,901
Total Design Period ESALs 21,177,300
Proposed Flexible Full Depth Pavement Structure
Thickness Structural Structural
Course Material (inches) Coefficient Value
Course 1 12.5 mm Superpave, Polymer Modified 1.50 0.4400 0.66
Course 2 19 mm Superpave 2.00 0.4400 0.88
Course 3 25 mm Superpave 100 04400 O
10.00 0.3000 3.00
Course 4 Graded Aggregate Base 12.00 0.1600 1.92
Required SN I 6.99 I Proposed pavement is 1.23% Underdesigned Proposed SN 6.90
Design
Remarks
Prepared By 4/30/2020 11:15 AM

Recommended By

Approved By

Phillip Snider Date
State Roadway Design Engineer Date
State Pavement Engineer Date

Filename: c:\users\psnider\documents\projectwise\d3400991\0013733 Pavement Design.xlsm
GDOT Pavement Design Tool - Version 2.0
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Appendix A: Pavement Designs
SR 5 @ SR 6, Douglas County

P1 No 0013733

May 22, 2020
Flexible Pavement Design Analysis
PI Number 0013733 County(s) Douglas
Project Number N/A Design Name SR6@SRS Quandrant +2-Year

Project Description

Intersection Improvement - Preliminary Design

Traffic Data (AADTs are one-way) Miscellaneous Data
Initial Design Year | 2028 | Initial AADT, VPD 1,750 24 Hour Truck % 18.00 Lanes in one direction 1
Final Design Year 2048 Final AADT, VPD 2,225 SU Truck % 12.00 Curb & Gutter/Barrier Yes
Mean AADT, VPD 1,988 MU Truck % 6.00
Design Data
Lane Distribution Factor (%) 100.00 Soil Support Value 2.50 Single Unit ESAL 0.40
Terminal Serviceability Index 2.50 Regional Factor 1.80 Multiple Unit ESAL 1.50
User Defined 18-KIP ESAL 0.00 Calculated 18-KIP ESAL 0.77
g::lu- ftg:ia:::nt No SSS; Default values used
Design Loading (Calculated 18-KIP ESAL)
Mean AADT, VPD LDF (%) Vehicle Type Volume (%) ESAL Factor Daily ESAL
1,988 100,00 Single Unit Truck 12.00 0.40 96
Multi Unit Truck 6.00 1.50 179
Total Daily ESALs 275
Total Design Period ESALs 2,007,500
Proposed Flexible Full Depth Pavement Structure
Thickness Structural Structural
Course Material (inches) Coefficient Value
Course 1 9.5 mm Type II Superpave 1.25 0.4400 0.55
Course 2 19 mm Superpave 2.00 0.4400 0.88
Course 3 25 mm Superpave 12 04400 03 ]
3.75 0.3000 1.13
Course 4 Graded Aggregate Base 12.00 0.1600 1.92
Required SN I 5.11 I Proposed pavement is 1.71% Underdesigned Proposed SN 5.03
ﬁ::%:ks Traffic Based on SR6 SB - SR 5 WB Turn Counts
Prepared By 5/7/2020 1:42 PM

Recommended By

Approved By

Phillip Snider Date
State Roadway Design Engineer Date
State Pavement Engineer Date

Filename: c:\users\psnider\documents\projectwise\d3400991\0013733 Pavement Design.xlsm
GDOT Pavement Design Tool - Version 2.0
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Appendix A: Pavement Designs
SR 5 @ SR 6, Douglas County
PI No 0013733

May 22, 2020
Rigid Pavement Design Analysis
PI Number 0013733 County(s) Douglas
Project Number N/A Design Name SR 6 +2-Year Rigid Alt

Project Description

Intersection Improvement - Preliminary Design

Section Location * Type Section | JPCP
Begin Section Station * | End Section Station | * Section Length *
Traffic Data (AADTs are one-way) Miscellaneous Data
Initial Design Year 2030 | Initial AADT, VPD 23,150 24 Hour Truck % 18.00 Lanes in one direction 2
Final Design Year 2050 Final AADT, VPD 29,400 SU Truck % 12.00 Curb & Gutter/Barrier Yes
Mean AADT, VPD 26,275 MU Truck % 6.00 Interstate No
Design Loading (Calculated 18-KIP ESAL)
Mean AADT, VPD LDF (%) Vehicle Type Volume (%) ESAL Factor Daily ESAL
Other Vehicles 82.00 0.004 69
26,275 80 Single Unit Truck 12.00 0.500 1,262
Multi Unit Truck 6.00 2.680 3,381
Total Daily ESALs 4,712
Total Design Period ESALs 34,397,600
Design Data
Terminal Serviceability Index (Py) | 2.50 | Working Stress (psi) | 450 | Modulus of Elasticity (psi) | 3,200,000

Soil Support Value | 2.50 | Subgrade Modulus (k) | 110

Subbase Modulus (k,) | 155 | Subbase Modulus (keff)| 155

Trial Depth of PCC Pavement (inches) | 12.00

Calculated Stress from Equation (psi)

481.77

% Overstressed | 7.06 |

% Underdesigned | 6.59 | Balanced Thickness (inches)

12.43

Non-Standard

Value Comment No SSS; Default values used

Proposed Rigid Pavement Structure JPCP - Dowel Bar Size and Spacing
Thickness Refer to GDOT Standard 5046H:
Material (inches) Joint Details for Portland Cement Concrete Paving

JPCP - Jointed Portland Cement Concrete Pavement 12.00
19 mm Superpave Asphaltic Concrete Interlayer 0.00
Graded Aggregate Base 8.00

Design 12 inches typical maximum concrete pavement thickness

Remarks P P
Prepared By 5/4/2020 8:43 AM

Recommended By

Approved By

Phillip Snider Date
State Roadway Design Engineer Date
State Pavement Engineer Date

Filename: c:\users\psnider\documents\projectwise\d3400991\0013733 Pavement Design.xlsm

GDOT Pavement Design Tool - Version 2.0
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SR 5 @ SR 6, Douglas County
P1 No 0013733
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Appendix B: Location Maps
SR 5 @ SR 6, Douglas County
PI No 0013733
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Appendix C: Traffic Data

SR 5 @ SR 6, Douglas County

PI No 0013733
May 22, 2020

Department of Transportation
State of Georgia

FILE

FROM

TO

SUBJECT

INTERDEPARTMENT CORRESPONDENCE

Douglas County OFFICE  Planning
P.I.# 0013733
DATE 8/6/2018

Paul Tanner, State Transportation Planning Administrator

Kimberly W. Nesbitt, State Program Delivery Administrator
Attention: Andrea Smith-Calloway

Design Traffic Forecasts for SR 5/US 78 @ SR 6/US 278 - CFI

The approved design traffic forecasts for the above project are attached in
0013733_10.pdf and 0013733_10.dgn.

If you have any questions concerning this information please contact
Andre Washington at 404-631-1925.

Nithin Gomez

Gresham, Smith and Partners

Design Traffic Review Consultant to GDOT
678-478-3350

PT/NMG
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Appendix C: Traffic Data
SR 5 @ SR 6, Douglas County
P1 No 0013733

May 22, 2020
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Appendix C: Traffic Data
SR 5 @ SR 6, Douglas County

PI No 0013733
May 22, 2020
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Appendix C: Traffic Data
SR 5 @ SR 6, Douglas County
P1 No 0013733
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Appendix C: Traffic Data
SR 5 @ SR 6, Douglas County
P1 No 0013733
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Appendix C: Traffic Data
SR 5 @ SR 6, Douglas County
P1 No 0013733
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Appendix C: Traffic Data
SR 5 @ SR 6, Douglas County
P1 No 0013733
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Appendix D: COPACES Data

SR 5 @ SR 6, Douglas County

PI No 0013733
May 22, 2020

Route Suffix:00
Milepost t0:24.17

Route No.:0005
Milepost from:23.00

RouteType:1

District:7
County:Douglas-097

Rating

Patches &  Proj.
Potholes

Ravelin Edge Distress Bleeding/ Corrugation Loss Pavement Cross
9 9 Flushing /Pushing Section Slopes

Reflection
Cracking

Block Cracking

Load Cracking

Rut Depth
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BAy g Auanag
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1onpaq | AjUaAsS

50

T\VAIWNTIEY ETS

[you g/1] 3onpaq

(youi g/1) Bay

920

1994 AO
2000 AO

lea) |eosiq

15
15
15
15

50
55
50
48

2002 AO

2003 AO

2005 AO

74
87

2006 AO

11

59
52

2007 AO

81

10

2008 AO

7
100

15

72

2009 AO

0
0
0
0
0
0

2011 AO

94
88
80
86
75

2012 AO

2013 AO

25

2015 AO

2017 AO

12

11

25

2018 AO
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Appendix D: COPACES Data
SR 5 @ SR 6, Douglas County
P1 No 0013733

May 22, 2020 District:7 RouteType:1 Route No.:0005 Route Suffix:00
County:Douglas-097 Milepost from:23.00 Milepost t0:24.17
. : . Loss
Rut Depth Load Cracking Bloc.k Reflec’gon Raveling !Edge Bleedl.ng/ Corrugatlon Pavement Cross Slopes
Cracking Cracking Distress Flushing  /Pushing Section

CT

Fiscal Year
TRIPDATE
COUNTYNO
ROUTENO

SEGMENTTO
RUT_OUT_WP
RUT_IN_WP
BLOCK LEV
REFLECT_LEN
REFLECT_LEV
RAVEL_PCT
RAVEL_LEV
EDGE_PCT
EDGE_LEV
BLEED_PCT
CORRUG_PCT
CORRUG_LEV

=
(&)
o
¥
| (&)
(@)
|
m

SEGMENTFROM
LOSS_PAVE_P
LOSS_PAVE_LEV
CROSS_SLOPE_LEFT
CROSS_SLOPE_RIGH
PATCH_POTHOLE
B SEGMENT_RATING

1994 AO 2/9/1994 1:22:36 PM . . 1 1 5 0 0 0 3 1 45 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

2000 AO 2/15/2000 12:10:14 PM 097 0005 23.00 23.10 1 1 5 0 0 0 5 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 92
2002 AO 10/26/2001 2:52:03 PM 097 0005 23.00 24.00 1 1 50 0 0 0 10 1 15 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 76
2002 AO 10/26/2001 2:52:03 PM 097 0005 24.00 24.17 1 1 50 0 0 0 10 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 79
2003 AO 10/2/2002 8:44:26 AM 097 0005 23.00 24.00 1 1 55 0 0 0 15 1 15 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 75
2003 AO 10/2/2002 8:44:26 AM 097 0005 24.00 24.17 1 1 55 0 0 0 10 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 79
2005 AO 10/7/2004 7:54:46 AM 097 0005 23.00 24.17 1 1 50 0 0 0 10 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 79
2006 AO 10/7/2005 2:16:13 PM 097 0005 23.00 24.00 1 1 50 0 0 0 30 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 1 0 0 0 0 0 75
2006 AO 10/7/2005 2:16:13 PM 097 0005 24.00 24.17 1 1 45 0 0 0 40 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 1 0 0 0 0 0 73
2007 AO 1/31/2007 4:27:45 PM 097 0005 23.00 24.00 1 1 0 0 0 0 18 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 93
2007 AO 1/31/2007 4:27:45 PM 097 0005 24.00 24.24 1 1 0 0 0 0 100 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 80
2008 AO 4/9/2008 2:28:51 PM 097 0005 23.00 24.00 1 1 1 0 0 0 85 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 79
2008 AO 10/22/2007 7:17:50 AM 097 0005 23.58 24.00 1 1 23 0 0 0 18 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 85
2008 AO 10/22/2007 7:17:50 AM 097 0005 24.00 24.24 2 1 31 0 0 0 100 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 67
2008 AO 4/9/2008 2:28:51 PM 097 0005 24.00 24.24 1 1 5 0 0 0 5 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 92
2009 AO 10/13/2008 11:32:47 AM 097 0005 23.00 23.58 1 1 65 0 0 0 30 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 76
2009 AO 9/26/2008 10:30:21 AM 097 0005 23.58 24.00 1 0 87 0 0 0 6 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 81
2009 AO 9/26/2008 10:30:21 AM 097 0005 24.00 24.24 0 1 63 0 0 0 38 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 75
2011 AO 10/28/2010 2:31:24 PM 097 0005 23.00 23.58 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 98
2011 AO 11/15/2010 8:52:31 AM 097 0005 23.58 24.00 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 100
2011 AO 11/15/2010 8:52:31 AM 097 0005 24.00 24.24 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 100
2012 AO 10/20/2011 2:37:28 PM 097 0005 23.00 23.92 0 0 0 0 0 0 24 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 94
2012 AO 12/3/2011 5:36:26 PM 097 0005 23.58 24.00 0 0 2 0 0 0 4 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 96
2012 AO 12/3/2011 5:36:26 PM 097 0005 24.00 24.24 0 0 6 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 96
2013 AO 11/21/2012 8:51:44 AM 097 0005 23.00 23.92 0 0 0 0 0 0 24 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 94
2013 AO 12/5/2012 8:18:20 AM 097 0005 23.58 24.00 0 0 2 0 0 0 41 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 89
2013 AO 12/5/2012 8:18:20 AM 097 0005 24.00 24.24 0 0 21 0 0 0 18 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 87
2015 AO 10/21/2014 11:12:53 AM 097 0005 23.00 23.92 0 0 0 0 0 0 12 1 36 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 90
2015 AO 12/23/2014 7:45:50 AM 097 0005 23.58 24.00 1 1 45 0 0 0 30 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 74
2015 AO 12/23/2014 7:45:50 AM 097 0005 24.00 24.24 0 0 30 0 0 0 20 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 84
2017 AO 1/11/2017 1:34:14 PM 097 0005 23.00 24.00 0 0 0 2 0 0 10 1 12 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 86
2017 AO 1/11/2017 1:34:14 PM 097 0005 24.00 24.24 0 0 0 2 0 0 10 1 12 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 89
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Appendix D: COPACES Data
SR 5 @ SR 6, Douglas County
PI No 0013733
May 22, 2020

Rating

SR 5 MP 23-24.24; COPACES chart
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Appendix D: COPACES Data
SR 5 @ SR 6, Douglas County
PI No 0013733

May 22, 2020

SR 5 MP 23-24.24; Cracking Chart

m Load Cracking Level 1

100 m Block Cracking Level 2

® Load Cracking Level 2
B Block Cracking Level 3

Load Cracking Level 3
m Reflection Cracking Level 1

Load Cracking Level 4
m Reflection Cracking Level 2

m Block Cracking Level 1
m Reflection Cracking Level 3

90

80

70

60

50

40

30

20

10

Mileposts

Page 4-D of 10-D




Appendix D: COPACES Data

SR 5 @ SR 6, Douglas County

PI No 0013733
May 22, 2020

Route Suffix:00

RouteType:1 Route No.:0006

District:7
County:Douglas-097

Milepost t0:1.00

Milepost from:0.00

Rating

Patches &  Proj.
Potholes

Cross
Slopes

Corrugation Loss Pavement
/Pushing Section

Reflection . . Bleeding/
Cracking Raveling Edge Distress Flushing

Block Cracking

Load Cracking

Rut Depth

Buney
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1994 AO

1
1
1
1

1995 AO
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2000 AO

15
15

50
99

2001 GO

98
71

2002 AO

12

65

15

99

1
1
1
1
1

2003 AO

90
95

10

2005 AO

2008 AO

89
89
85
86
78
78

13

2009 AO

13

2010 AO

2011 AO

10
18
18

50

1
1
1

2012 AO

50
50

2013 AO

2015 AO
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Appendix D: COPACES Data
SR 5 @ SR 6, Douglas County
P1 No 0013733

May 22, 2020
District:7 RouteType:1 Route No.:0006 Route Suffix:00
County:Douglas-097 Milepost from:0.00 Milepost t0:1.00
. . . 0ss
Rut Depth Load Cracking BIOCk. Reflegtmn Raveling E(.:Ige Bleeqlng/ Corrugatlon Pavement Cross Slopes
Cracking Cracking Distress Flushing /Pushing Section

T
CT
T
T

TRIPDATE

ROUTENO

£
®©
)
>
®
%]
ia
[T

RUT_IN_WP

COUNTYNO
SEGMENTTO
RUT_OUT_WP
BLOCK_PC
BLOCK LEV
REFLECT_LEN
REFLECT_LEV
RAVEL_PCT
RAVEL_LEV
BLEED_P
CORRUG_PC
CORRUG_LEV

SEGMENTFROM

LOSS_PAVE_PC
LOSS_PAVE_LEV
CROSS_SLOPE_LEFT
CROSS_SLOPE_RIGH:
PATCH_POTHOLE
SEGMENT_RATING

1994 AO 2/25/1994 1:23:14 PM 097 0006 0.80 1.00 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 98
1994 AO 2/25/1994 1:23:15 PM 097 0006 1.00 0.80 1 1 0 0 0 0 15 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 93
1995 AO 5/24/1995 11:07:14 AM 097 0006 0.80 1.00 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 98
1995 AO 5/24/1995 11:20:02 AM 097 0006 1.00 0.80 1 1 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 10 1 0 0 0 0 0 93
1996 AO 7/27/1995 11:26:52 AM 097 0006 0.80 1.00 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 98
1996 AO 7/27/1995 11:32:43 AM 097 0006 1.00 0.80 1 1 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 10 1 0 0 0 0 0 93
2000 AO 2/15/2000 12:54:10 PM 097 0006 0.80 1.00 1 1 50 0 0 0 10 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 79
2001 GO 1/19/2001 12:01:54 PM 097 0006 0.80 1.00 1 1 99 0 0 0 60 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 72
2002 AO 10/26/2001 3:12:51 PM 097 0006 0.00 1.00 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 98
2003 AO 10/1/2002 2:27:41 PM 097 0006 0.80 1.00 1 1 99 0 0 0 65 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 71
2005 AO 10/22/2004 11:50:25 AM 097 0006 0.00 1.00 1 1 10 0 0 0 5 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 90
2008 AO 11/27/2007 11:11:58 AM 097 0006 0.00 0.80 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 100
2008 AO 11/27/2007 11:15:59 AM 097 0006 0.80 1.00 1 1 8 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 93
2009 AO 11/6/2008 4:21:36 PM 097 0006 0.00 0.80 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 100
2009 AO 11/6/2008 4:24:24 PM 097 0006 0.80 1.00 1 1 25 0 0 0 12 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 85
2010 AO 10/20/2009 1:35:13 PM 097 0006 0.00 0.80 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 100
2010 AO 10/20/2009 1:36:11 PM 097 0006 0.80 1.00 1 1 25 0 0 0 12 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 85
2011 AO 11/1/2010 3:59:51 PM 097 0006 0.00 0.80 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 100
2011 AO 11/1/2010 12:26:05 PM 097 0006 0.80 1.00 1 1 25 0 0 0 20 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 81
2012 AO 10/28/2011 9:57:30 AM 097 0006 0.00 0.80 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 100
2012 AO 10/28/2011 9:59:02 AM 097 0006 0.80 1.00 1 1 0 0 0 0 100 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 78
2013 AO 11/21/2012 8:58:34 AM 097 0006 0.00 0.80 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 100
2013 AO 11/9/2012 2:13:10 PM 097 0006 0.80 1.00 1 1 0 0 0 0 100 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 64
2015 AO 9/9/2014 4:00:34 PM 097 0006 0.00 0.80 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 100
2015 AO 10/21/2014 12:43:32 PM 097 0006 0.80 1.00 1 1 0 0 0 0 100 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 61
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SR 6 MP 0-1; Patches/Potholes Chart

# of Patches/Potholes
N

Mileposts
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SR 5 @ SR 6, Douglas County

PI No 0013733
May 22, 2020

Inches

0.35

0.3
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SR6 MP 0-1; Rutting Chart

m Quter WP

® Inner WP

Mileposts
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SR 5 @ SR 6, Douglas County

PI No 0013733
May 22, 2020

Percent
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SR 6 MP 0-1; Cracking Chart

m Load Cracking Level 1
m Block Cracking Level 2

m Load Cracking Level 2
m Block Cracking Level 3

m Load Cracking Level 3
m Reflection Cracking Level 1

Load Cracking Level 4
m Reflection Cracking Level 2

Mileposts

Page 9-D of 10-D

m Block Cracking Level 1
m Reflection Cracking Level 3




Appendix D: COPACES Data
SR 5 @ SR 6, Douglas County
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May 22, 2020
SR 6 MP 0-1; COPACES chart
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Appendix E: Historic Documents
SR 5 @ SR 6, Douglas County

P1 No 0013733

May 22, 2020

PROJECT NO: CSSTP-M003-00(751)
COUNTY: DOUGLAS
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
STATE OF GEORGIA
PLAN OF PROPOSED
PROJECT NO: CSSTP-M003-00(751)
P.L NO.: M003751
COUNTY: DOUGLAS
FEDERAL ROUTE: §T2812
STATE ROUTE: §
CSSTP-M003-00(751) 1S LOCATED: 100% WITHIN CONGRESSIONAL DISTRICT NO. 13
CSSTP-M003-00(751) 1S LOCATED: 100% WITHIN DOUGLAS COUNTY
DOUGLAS IS COUNTY NO. 097
MID-POINT COORDINATES (X,Y): (2126144.59, 1370014.80) WEST ZONE
COMPLETED PLANS: AUGUST 25, 2008
REVISED PLANS: SEPTEMBER 4, 2008
REVISED PLANS: SEPTEMBER 30, 2008
LENGTH OF PROJECT IN MILES
TOTAL
NET LENGTH OF PROJECT 10.51
NET LENGTH OF EXCEPTIONS 00.00
GROSS LENGTH OF PROJECT 10.51
PRESENT TRAFFIC: 11520-31180 ADT

331

Page 1-E of 29-E




Appendix E: Historic Documents
SR 5 @ SR 6, Douglas County
PI No 0013733

May 22, 2020

PROJECT NO: CSSTP-M003-00(751)
COUNTY: DOUGLAS

INDEX
1 COVER SHEET
2 INDEX
3 LOCATION SKETCH

4-9 TYPICAL SECTION

10-17 ROADWAY LOG

18 =19 DETAILED ESTIMATE

20-21 GENERAL NOTES

22 —26 CONSTRUCTION DETAILS - PAVEMENT MARKING DETAILS AND NOTES
27 -30 CONSTRUCTION DETAILS — CURB CUT (WHEELCHAIR) RAMPS

3 CONSTRUCTION DETAILS - LOOP DETECTORS

32 GA. STD. 9102 TRAFFIC CONTROL, 2 LANE (07-99)

332
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Appendix E: Historic Documents
SR 5 @ SR 6, Douglas County
PI No 0013733

May 22, 2020

i)

PROJECT NO: CSSTP-M003-00(751)
COUNTY: DOUGLAS

Wi I Ll e L
. »{BEGIN PROJECT 1756 FT SOUTHOF |

GURLLY ROAD (MP 13.44)
——

333
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Appendix E: Historic Documents
SR 5 @ SR 6, Douglas County
PI No 0013733

May 22, 2020

£EC

ROADWAY WIDTH
28 FT TO 60 FT

TRAVELWAY,

9 VARIES

<— EDGE OF
TRAVELWAY, , st
TYP.

U
R R
o

TANGENT SECTION

- RESURFACED AREA
NOT TO SCALE

THIS TYPICAL SECTION APPLIES FROM:
LOG 0.00 TO LOG 0.47, LOG 0.54 TO LOG 0.55
LOG 0.60 TO LOG 0.69,L0G 2.35 TO LOG 2.79
LOG 2.89 TO LOG 3.04,L0G 6.48 TO LOG 6.50
LOG 9.82 TO LOG 10.5I

MILL EXISTING PAVEMENT FULL WIDTH VARIABLE DEPTH (I'/2INCH, TYP), THEN
INLAY WITH 165 LBS PER SQUARE YARD RECYCLED ASPHALTIC CONCRETE
12.5 mm SUPERPAVE, GP 2 ONLY, INCL POLYMER-MODIFIED BITUM MATL & H LIME

SV19N040 *ALNNOJ

8002 ‘v Y38W31d3S *03SIA3Y
(1IS1)00-E00N-dLSST *ON 133r0Ydd

8002 ‘0€ H3AW31d3S *03SIA3Y

e — — — —— — —— ———— — — — — ——  — T — — — — —— | . W—— — ——— —— — —
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SR 5 @ SR 6, Douglas County
PI No 0013733

May 22, 2020
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May 22, 2020

cousTR &
Awon, 12| rter |
H EYEd v i
GUARDRAIL TYPE “w"
z GA. STL. 4010, o/
i
i
EX/IST
\ Grouno
I
Py
5 34V FT.
4
A,
v
: . GRASSING - COMPLETE
GUARLPRAIL  SECT/CN

Reep R/n7 |

NO ScalE

EXNIST. PAVEMENT 72 RENMAIK

"
& ARG, LoT

1,

GRABSING
COMPLETE

MAINLINE Cves £
GUTTER .

CONC. HEADER cURB

\

SAWED JOINT

e
s

2 Sy

-

XD BoalE

e S
.28
gz*
Q) = i
Q E (82
G :%.E e
§ =
VABIES , - ! g
s&£E CEo35 i
S&T STONS iz
] l %
! PROFILE 1
GRADEE i
BOTATESE. i S
’ ’;ﬁ &
EX/ST o Lo P
3 S ;
\Gatne iidais ~— YT P SE o )
LN_Q ———— ol arBT. Bt <
L ~ g - -—
CBASS S /ﬁ—l L— \ H g §'R
COMPLETE TYPICAL ) \ [ & “
gfr'é@ o i s VEALENT SECTION N2 [ ' BB CONE CLIEB § GUTTEL 2
SEE CROSS 8ECT/00/S GA. 5722 903228 7V 7 - %
TYPICAL SECT/ION NO. 1 (ryrpear) .
PECOMNETRUCTED L4, LM T : i,;g_;
S74 484 72.25 7™ 8H 770 PAVEMENT SECTION NO /. %
12" ASPHALTIC CONCEETE “£% =
P 27 ASPHALTIE CONCRETE "B « %
CoNETE ot 5 ASPHALTIC CONCEETE BASE 9
[ vaeiEs VALES < | VARIES 12¢, 1,445153 ! 12" GPADED AGGREGATE BASE =
75X, ‘ :
| ]
! 5
g [EOEIE COADE l i ! /ST GROUID :
/ | | 3
. =% R =4 ) WS T —— : < e
PAVEHENT BECTION No. 1o | [—-I |
B | | BIVEMENT SECTION NO. 4 \ - £
GERASSIMG . A b
COMPLETE TYPICAL Sx 20 coMc cues ; SLUTTER = i
: Gl ST0 2052E TVAE Z H
. N FIL (BEF PLANEY z
N TYFICAL SECTION NO. 5 . §
g
CABEY ROAD %
HOTEL  STREET :
PEACHTREE STREET (%) FAVEMENT SECTION NO. 4 H
LiNE STREET (%) 12" ASFHALTIC CONCRETE & " £
44 ASFHALTIC CONERETE “B” g
. . &' GRADED ACGREGATE BASE £ "
; .85
- - 11
2
‘. A
. - 11
p
TYFICAL SECTION
ROT T SCALE £

ORNEFQ0003

Page 6-E of 29-E

TRROYNEROR  Nauw |

1z



Appendix E: Historic Documents
SR 5 @ SR 6, Douglas County

PI No 0013733
May 22, 2020
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02-18-2016
USER:PuckettZ

GPLOT-V8
gplatborder-V8I-PO. thi

W:\Douglas Co\I /40309 SR & Congestian Reductian\04. DRAW/INGS\DGN\1/40309_0/-001. dgn | STATE | PROJECT NUMBER |SHEET NO. | TOTAL SHEETS

GRICOY [ GA ] 0012620 [ o [ 95

coKe

.®

o A

7 l

LOCATION SKETCH

BEGIN PROJECT
SR6/THORNTON ROAD

STA. 117+00. 00
LOCATION & DESIGN WILE POST: 6.30
APPROVAL DATE: N/A N-1389734. 9105

E-2147603. 1486
FUNCTIONAL CLASS:

URBAN PRINCIPAL ARTERIAL

THIS PROJECT IS 23% IN
COBB COUNTY & 777 IN
DOUGLAS COUNTY AND

USING THE HORIZONTAL GEORGIA

INTERSECT 0N
SR6 / THORNTON RD

DOUGLAS COUNTY
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
PLAN  AND  PROFILE OF PROPOSED

ALL REFERENCES IN THIS DOCUMENT.WHICH INCLUDES ALL PAPERS.WRITINGS.
/ DOCUMENTS.DRAWINGS.OR PHOTOGRAPHS USED.OR TO BE USED IN CONNECTION
WITH THIS DOCUMENT.TO * STATE HIGHWAY DEPARTMENT OF GEORGIA *'STATE

~—— P R OJ E CT LOCAT/ ON HIGHWAY DEPARTMENT *,GEORGIA STATE HIGHWAY DEPARTMENT *," HIGHWAY

DEPARTMENT *,0R *DEPARTMENT "WHEN THE CONTEXT THEREOF MEANS THE
STATE HIGHWAY DEPARTMENT OF GEORGIAAND SHALL BE DEEMED TO MEAN

FEDERAL AID PROJECT oL ot

TN MID-POINT COORDINATES
; FEDERAL ROUTE * N/A STA 2370000

STATE ROUTE 6 N 1380756.1300
P.J.NO.00I2620 - E 2153674/434

IS 100% IN CONG.DIST.NO.1I3. \ ACCEPTED BY
\ DOUGLAS COUNTY DOT:

PROJECT DESIGNATION: Exiupr > SONATURE TE
DESIGNED IN ENGLISH UNITS. WTERSECTION —

L s M oo

INTERSECT 10N : § STA 329+72. 36 SR6 /_THORNTON RD

WAXHAM RD STA 300+20.73 STh 3aae 12 36 T4 551065 50
DESIGN DAT A: e/ THORNTON D N-1378610. 2318 = WATERWAY CIR/ SKrv ik DR E Vo nEey Rps
SR 6 / THORNTON ROAD A A WESTFORK BLVD E-2158073. 1557 Y et oy N- 1376363, 8455 V- 3744484170
TRAFFIC ADT..60640 (2014) e gggﬁ T%HON = i é?ggégg gggg 2 £2159532. 9503 E-2162026. 4698 E-2163074. 4864
TRAFFIC ADT.71555 (2026} STA 118+84. 80 ’ ‘ - PN
TRAFFIC DHV..5057 (2026) DR. LUKE GLENN GARRET JR. S ) % TN TN @%@é«
DIRECTIONAL DIST:50/50 MEMORIAL HWY PACIFIC stmem ez Vo /YN %)) W\
% TRUCKS: 16 N+ 1389585, 9207 RATLIAY O AR TA\ D o
24 HRTRUCKS Z:16% E=2147712. 4250 iy N

STA 161+27. 88
SPEED DESIGN: HUMPHRIES HILL RD
SR6 / THORNTON ROAD r 5522 ;3 332‘? = ~
COBB COUNTY:55 MPH ' , S O 2 s ssfh —_—
e < - . ) y/ y
DOUGLAS COUNTY:45 MPH - nsasecion /S S N BLA ' R i
- _ S WID-POINT 7 XA /THORNTON ROAD
g G oa e NS STR 23740000 _INTERSECT/ON bt LKA \_ 357+00. 00
BANKHEAD HWY N-1380756. 1300  "SR6 / THORNTOW RD ‘ E_POST: 3. 40
N-1381594. 2266 E-2/53674. 1434 STA 246+76,00 J73962. 2088
£-215/888. 7545 WESTFORK DR 163296, 5020
) N=1380241.4121 PLANS COMPLETED
THIS PROJECT HAS BEEN PREPARED E-2154729. 2957 REVISIONS

COORDINATE SYSTEM OF 1984 (NAD
1983)/94 WEST ZONE.AND THE NORTH COUNTY NoOB7 m
AMERICAN VERTICAL DATUM (NAVD) COUNTY No097 Architects-Engineers-Planners
oF 568 LENGTH OF PROJECT | frojeaha 5500 Pockroy Lons

Suite 600

MILES Norcross, Ga. 30092

Phone 678-336-7740
THE DATATOGETHER WITH ALL OTHER INFORMATION SHOWN ON THESE PLANS OR IN ANYWAY NET LENGTH OF ROADWAY 4545 Fox 678-336-7744
INDICATED THEREBY.WHETHER BY DRAWINGS OR NOTES,OR IN ANY OTHER MANNER.ARE BASED UPON NET LENGTH OF BRIDGES 0.000 Web www.pondco.com
FIELD INVESTIGATIONS AND ARE BELIEVED TO BE INDICATVE OF ACTUAL CONDITIONS. HOWEVER.THE NET LENGTH OF PROJECT 4545 : )
SAME ARE SHOWN AS INFORMATION ONLY,ARE NOT GUARANTEED,AND DO NOT BIND THE DEPARTMENT NET LENGTH OF EXCEPTIONS 0.000 SCALE IN FEET
OF TRANSPORTATION IN ANY WAY.THE ATTENTION OF BIDDER IS SPECIFICALLY DIRECTED TO GROSS LENGTH OF PROJECT 4.545 AR
SUBSECTIONS 102.04,10205,AND 10403 OF THE SPECIFICATIONS. : 0 1000 2000 4000 -

5/20/2011
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Appendix E: Historic Documents
SR 5 @ SR 6, Douglas County
PI No 0013733

May 22, 2020

1

WATCH SE

SR 6 /THORNTON ROAD AT MAXHAM ROAD &

TS-0T1

SKYVIEW DRIVE /OAK RIDGE ROAD
PROPOSED LEFT TURN LANE

NT.S
Sta. 278 +80.00 to 280+43.83
Sta. 323+22.00 to 325+47.24

¢
I

2-18-2016 3:25:07 P [GPLOT-VE W:\Doug/as Co\/ 140309 SR 6 CongestTon Reduction\04. DRAWINGS\DGN\ [ |40309_05-00/. dgn [state PROJECT NUBER [ sweer no. | Torac seers
USER:PuckettZ gplotbarder-V8i-PO. 161 | GA | 0012620 | 07 | 95
|
Exlsting Existing | FExisting | Existing | Existing 400 | L 000t - 120" | Exlsting | Existing | Exlsting | Existing Exlsting
Shoulder Right Turn Lane | Travel Lane | Travel Lane | Travel Lane Concrete Integral | | Proposed Left Turn Lane Travel Lane ’— Travel Lane —‘ Travel Lane ’— Right Turn Lane Shoulder
Medlan Extension
Profile Grade
Existing Existing 2'-0"
Offsef
Sidewalk
o1 5

(:) - RECYCLED ASPH CONC 12.5 mm SUPERPAVE, GP 2 ONLY,
INCL BITUM MATL & H LIME - 165 LBS/S
- RECYCLED ASPH CONC /9 mm SUPERPAVE, GF I OR 2,
INCL BITUM MATL & H LIME - 220 LBS/SY
- RECYCLED ASPH CONC 25 mm SUPERPAVE, GP | OR 2
INCL BITUM MATL - 660 LBS/SY
(:) - GR AGGR BASE CRS, INCL MATL - 12 INCH DEPTH

@ - PYWT REINF FABRIC STRIPS, TP 2, I8 IN WIDTH
@ - CONCRETE INTEGRAL MEDIAN - TYPE 7 CURB

Existing Exlsting Existing Existing Existing 00" - 12-0* 40" - 16'-0" ExIsting Existing Existing Existing Existing
Shoulder Right Turn Lane I Travel Lane Travel Lane [ Travel Lane ["Proposed Left Turn Lane ‘ ‘ Concrers Integral Travel Lane | Travel Lane | Travel Lane | Right Turn Lane Shoulder
Extension

Existing
Sidewalk
0'to 5

Profile Grade

077sef

W -

0.0 < WIDTHS < 5.0

SURFACE COURSE

CLASS 'B" CONCRETE-

6" MIN.

NO SCALE
CLASS "B" CONCRETE BASE OR PAVEMENT WIDENING
Item Code 500-9999 - Cu. Yds.

In excovated oregs between the oxisting paving ond now ourd and gutter
that are 5'-0'or Iess in width, Class "B' concrete shallbe placed in lisu
of 1he bose and poving specified by tha 1ypicalsection. Poyment. wilbe
made under ‘Class B Concrete Base and Pavement Widening'.

In excavated areas greater than 5'-0'In width, the Contractor shal

place base and paving as specifled on the typicalsection.

See plans for details of curb and gutter construction.

CLASS "B” CONCRETE BASE OR WIDENING

DETAIL

“““ | L (s sy sy -

T5-02

PROPOSED LEFT TURN LANE

Sta. 286 +58.17
Sta. 334+ 35.77

LTS
to 288+90.00
to 336+ 86.00

SR 6 /THORNTON ROAD AT MAXHAM ROAD &
SKYVIEW DRIVE /OAK RIDGE ROAD

SURFACE MIX

MILL EXISTING LANE ONE FOOT WIDE

TO DEPTH OF ADJOINING LAYER TO

BE PLACED. COST OF MILLING FOR THIS WORK
70 BE INCLUDED IN THE UNIT PRICE BID FOR
PAVEMENT REINFORCING FABRIC.

ASPHALTIC CONCRETE 13 mm SUPERPAVE
ASPHALTIC CONCRETE, 25 mm SUPERPAVE
PAVEMENT REINFORCEMENT FABRIC 18" WIDE

EXISTING

PAVEMENT REINFORCEMENT FABRIC 18" WIDE

PAVEMENT REINFORCING STRIP DETAIL
N.T.S

CENTERED
ON JONT

/2172012 GPLA.

POND

3500 Parkway Lane
Suite 600
Norcross, Ga. 30092
Phone 678-336-7740
Fax 678-336-7744
Web www.pondco.com

Architects-Engineers-Planners

REVISION DATES

DOUGLAS COUNTY

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

OFF ICE:

TYPICAL SECTIONS

SR 6 CONGESTION REDUCTION
ROADWAY & SAFETY OPERATIONS

DRAWING No.
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Appendix E: Historic Documents
SR 5 @ SR 6, Douglas County
PI No 0013733

May 22, 2020

PJL NO: M004638
COUNTY: BOUGLAS

~

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
STATE OF GEORGIA

PLAN OF PROPOSED
P.I.NO: M004638 :
COUNTY: DOUGLAS

P PR —

FEDERAL ROUTE: N/A
STATE ROUTE:SR 6

M004638 IS LOCATED 100% WITHIN CONGRESSIONAL DISTRICT NO. 13
M004638 1S LOCATED 100% WITHIN DOUGLAS COUNTY
DOUGLAS IS COUNTY NO. 097

MID-POINT COORDINATES (X,Y): (2163982.214, 1372560.887) WEST ZONE

COMPLETED PLANS: January 24, 2014

LENGTH OF PROJECT IN MILES

TOTAL
NET LENGTH OF PROJECT 5.660
NET LENGTH OF EXCEPTION 0.011
GROSS LENGTH OF PROJECT 5770

PRESENT: TRAFFIC: 30590 - 60740 VPD

416
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SR 5 @ SR 6, Douglas County
PI No 0013733

May 22, 2020 i )
P. L. NO: M004638°
COUNTY: DOUGLAS

INDEX

1 COVER SHEET

- 2 INDEX

3 LOCATION SKETCH

4-6 TYPICAL SECTION

7-14 ROADWAY LOG

1516 DETAILED ESTIMATE

17-19 GENERAL NOTES

20 CONSTRUCTION DETAILS - CURB CUT
(WHEELCHAIR RAMPS)

21 CONSTRUCTION DETAILS - PAVEMENT EDGE
TREATMENT ,

2230 CONSTRUCTION DETAILS — PERMANENT STRIPING
AND RAISED PAVEMENT MARKERS

31 CONSTRUCTION DETAILS ~ LOOP DETECTORS

32 GA. STD. 9102 TRAFFIC CONTROL, 2 LANE (03-06)

33 “GA. STD. 9106 TRAFFIC CONTROL, MULTI-LANE
DIVIDED (09-07)

34 GA. STD. 9107 TRAFFIC CONTROL, MULTI-LANE
UNDIVIDED (03-06)

35 -GA. STD. 9121 TAPERS, SIGNS, AND MARKINGS FOR

PASSING LANES (03-06)

417
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SR 5 @ SR 6, Douglas County
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May 22, 2020

P.L NO: M004633
COUNTY: DOUGLAS"
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SR 5 @ SR 6, Douglas County

P1 No 0013733

REFER TO CONSTRUCTION DETAIL P-7
FOR PAVEMENT EDCGE JREATMENT

‘W23 - RESURFACED AREA

May 22, 2020
2
TYPICAL SECTION
ROADWAY WIDTH NOT TO" SCALE ROADWAY WIDTH
3 30 - 95 FT 30 - 95 FT
TRAVELWAY, TRAVELWAY,
VARIES . B VARES .
«—————£0GE OF
TRAVELWAY,
TYP. .
SOUTHBOUND NORTHBOUND
MAINLINE MAINLINE
THIS TYPICAL SECTION APPLIES FROM: THIS TYPICAL SECTION APPLIES FROM:
R LOG 0.000 TO LOG 5.770 LOG 0.000 TO LOG 5.770
q (EXCEPT FOR BRIDGE AND ROAD EXCEPTIONS SHOWN IN LOG SHEETS)
I. MILL EXISTING PAVEMENT. VARIABLE DEPTH (TYPICALLY 1%, INCHES) RETAINING EXISTING
CROSS-SLOPE AS INDICATED IN LOGS
2. INLAY WITH (65 LBS PER SQUARE YARD RECYCLED ASPHALTIC CONCRETE 12,5 mm
SUPERPAVE, GP 2 ONLY, INCL POLYMER MODIFIED BITUM MATL & H LIME
NOTE:
PLACE INDENTATION RUMBLE STRIPS ON PAVED SHOULDERS WITH 4 FT WIOTH OR GREATER
E-

i
|
1
f
|
|
|
|
s
z
l
|
‘r
:
1
i
1
I
;
l
:
!
|

|
!
!
!
{
l
I
!
|
!
I
!
l

ALNNOD SY19N04

8C9r 00N

ON 't d
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Appendix E: Historic Documents
SR 5 @ SR 6, Douglas County

PI No 0013733
May 22, 2020

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
STATE OF GEORGIA

PLAN OF PROPOSED
* PROJECT NO: CSNHS-M003-00(158)
P.I. NO.: M003158
COUNTY: COBB/DOUGLAS

FEDERAL ROUTE: US 278
STATE ROUTE: 6

CSNHS-M003-00(158) IS LOCATED: 30% WITHIN CONGRESSIONAL DISTRICT 6
CSNHS-M003-00(158) IS LOCATED: 70% WITHIN CONGRESSIONAL DISTRICT 11
CSNHS-M003-00(158) IS LOCATED: 82% WITHIN COBB COUNTY
CSNHS-M003-00(158) IS LOCATED: 18% WITHIN DOUGLAS COUNTY

COBB IS COUNTY NO. 067
DOUGLAS IS COUNTY NO. 097

COMPLETED PLANS: August 12, 2005
REVISED: August 30, 2005

LENGTH OF PROJECT IN MILES
TOTAL COBB DOUGLAS
NET LENGTH OF PROJECT 6.20 5.19 1.01
NET LENGTH OF EXCEPTION 00.00 00.00 00.00
GROSS LENGTH OF PROJECT 6.20 5.19 1.01

PRESENT TRAFFIC: 32,000 - 53,500 A.D.T.

406
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SR 5 @ SR 6, Douglas County
PI No 0013733

May 22, 2020

PROJECT NO: NHS-M003-00(158)
COUNTY: FULTON/COBB

LOCATION SKETCH

SR 6/ US 278

PROJECT NO.: NHS-M003-00(158)
P.I. NO.:M003158
COBB, DOUGLAS COUNTIES

410
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SR 5 @ SR 6, Douglas County

P1 No 0013733

May 22, 2020
hd ¥ - -,
ST D
|
12'=0" Varlas 147-0* Varles 121-0*
Yirlee Z3-0° fo 36°-0° 747-0" fo 36°-0" Varise
27-0 6.-6' | 0°-0' 1o (2°-0" 12'-0" (240" 7000 ., -0 12:-0° 127-0"  0°-0% to [2°-0% | g’-g" 2'-0"
Fight Turn Lone Travel Lane Travel Lane Travel Lane Travel Lane Right Turn Lane
gy |, ] _‘ Profile Grade T "
16 — o e 16° — 16*
Miiled [ Mliled Miitad
Rumbie Rumble Rumbi & -
Steips Strips Strips
T 14=0% 11-0*
& 2% 2%
U A i AT B S WL A A L 7 5 7 50 5 85 17 9 0 T 55 07 00 0 7 0 7
- A VAT T AT L IV A I 5 47 5 i\ Ly
? 8~/ NE
|
N ¢ 12'-0*
— | Shouldar e
| il e 228
! 140 REQUIRED PAVEMENT
Vg +agh s peuge 14-0%
i i Yo L0 i, 1720 i () ROLLER COMPACTED CONCRETE (RCC), T° 4 | | qee0e
1 |
Praflle Grada GR AGGR BASE CRS, 20" ullied !
Rumbile
—5 () RECYCLED ASPH CONC 1S MM SUPERPAVE, GP OR 2, 330 LB/SY, LEVEL B SRS ]
led -
t’ Rumb) a @ CONT REINF CONC PVMT, CL HES CONC, I2 INCH THK
Strips
| ¥ (E) OR AGGR BASE CRS, &2* 7
- L:-0! 7 IR L) E
i Ls Ey (F) RECYCLED ASPH CONC 12.5 MM SUPERPAVE, GP 2, 440 LB/SY, LEVEL 8 ZZANNAINY L

} THE MAINLINE

Lol i L

2%
B AT AT R,

L AL L L

Ll Ll LTI

g/

MEDIAN CONSTRUCTION FOR MAINLINE LEFT TURN LANES, AT THE FOLLOWING
LOCATIONS SHALL BE CONSTRUCTED USING THE SAME PAVEMENT SECTION AS

SR 6 AT HILL ROAD - 600’ AT EACH LEG ON THE MAINLINE

SR 6 AT BROWNSVILLE ROAD - 600’ AT EACH LEG ON THE MAINLINE
SR 6 AT OGLESBY ROAD - 600' AT EACH LEG ON THE MAINLINE

SR 6 AT WESTSIDE ROAD - 600' AT EACH LEG ON THE MAINLINE

SR 6 AT HUMPHRIES HILL ROAD - 600" AT EACH LEG ON THE MAINLINE

NOTE: BID ITEMS 3I0-5080 AND 310-5(20 SHALL BE USED
T0 PAY FOR THE 20" OF GAB
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SR 5 @ SR 6, Douglas County
PI No 0013733

NS

Il Greater

May 22, 2020 o
TYPICAL SUPERELEVATED SECTION - PROPOSED
. . 6
f
5'-6" 4 6'=6" 24'-0" 147-0" 247 -0" 6 -6' | 5’6"
2.0 0'-0" to 12'-0", {24-a! i j24=-0 DA ey Al 12'-0" i 12:-0" 0°-0° to {2"0' 20
14-0" Varles Travel Lane Travel Lane : | Travel Lane Travel Lane Varles -
” - ngrtnTurn Prefile qutzn:urn bl
. ane
ullled 140 ‘l‘ | Grode I6*
Rumble s At L» 220" Wilied
Strips Willed 16 Rumb!e
Rumb e Wiiled Strips
““ Strips ls?zf:m?!a
TIPS Slope: Rete of S.£
& AR R
N

REQUIRED PAVEMENT

@ ROLLER COMPACTED CONCRETE (RCC),
GR AGGR BASE CRS, 20"

(E) GR AGCR BASE CRS, 12*

T0 PAY FOR THE 20" OF GAB

™

(€) RECYCLED ASPH CONC 19 MM SUPERPAVE, GP 10R 2, 330 LB/SY, LEVEL B
(B) CONT REINF CONC PVMT, CL HES CONC, 12 INCH THK

NOTE: BID ITEMS 310-5080 AND 310-5120 SHALL BE USED

(R
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Appendix E: Historic Documents

SR5 @ SR 6,

Douglas County

P1 No 0013733

May 22, 2020

BN

-

TYPICAL SHOULDER-DRAINAGE SYSTEM

NOT TO SCALE

-

SR 6 _LOW-POINT _LOCATION MP

2,40 _MILES

2.44 MILES

3.64 MILES

6.33 MILES

6.59 MILES

FILTER FABRIC
TRAVEL LANE—\ CONCRETE SHOULDER

CFREC
GRR BASE CRS.

CRC

GRR BASE CRS.

SOIL BACKFILL

4;.& PERFORATED

LONGITUDINAL PIPE

JOINED WITH TEE *78 STONE DRAINAGE AGGREGATE 6'DIA PERFORATED
(PER SECTION 839) (PER SECTION 800.0) TO MINIMUM LATERAL PIPE

DEPTH OF 2 INCHES BELOW BASE @ MINIMUM 0.057 SL

MATERIAL AND PERFORATED PIPE (PER SECTION 839)

T0 PROVIDE REQUIRED COVER
NOTES:

OPE

. DRAINS SHALL BE CONSTRUCTED PER SECTION 574; THE DRAINAGE TRENCHES SHALL BE APPROXIMATELY 2-FEET WIDE.
2. LATERAL DRAIN QUTLETS SHALL BE INSTALLED AT 100-FOOT INTERVALS FOR 500 FEET ON EITHER SIDE OF LOW POINTS.

AND SHALL EXTEND TO THE DITCHLINE OR FILL SLOPE.
3, LONGITUDINAL PIPE AND TRENCH SHALL EXTEND TO 500 FEET ON EITHER OF LOW POINTS,

4, NONWOVEN PLASTIC FILTER FABRIC (PER SECTION 881.06) SHALL BE PLACED AROUND DRAINAGE AGGREGATE.

S0/2l/8 (3SIA3Y

SV19N00/8802 *ALNNOD
(8SNO0-E00W-SHN *ON 123roydd
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LOG
LOG
LOG
LOG

LOG
LOG
LOG
LOG
LOG
LOG
LOG
LOG
LOG
LOG
LOG
LOG
LOG
LOG
LOG
LOG
LOG
LOG
LOG
LOG
LOG
LOG
LOG
LOG
LOG
LOG
LOG
LOG
LOG
LOG
LOG
LOG
LOG
LOG
LOG
LOG
LOG

LOG
LOG
LOG

LOG
LOG

MILE
POST

212
2.41
245
245
2.72
2.81
2.82
2.83
2.85
3.15
3.26
3.27
3.28
3.4
3.4
3.78
3.91
3.94
3.95
4.07
4.07
5.17
5.23
5.28
6.04
6.18
6.27
6.27
6.28
6.28
6.29
6.4
6.45
6.45
6.99
7.08
7.09
73
7.23
23
7.25
729
0
0.17
0.51

0.77

DESCRIPTION

Begin SR 6 CSX RR Bridge

Begin Bridge Exception
End Bridge Exception
Begin

Begin right turn lane
End right tum lane
Hill Road

Begin left turn lane
End turn lane

Begin right turn lane
End right tum lane
Brownsville Road
Begin left tum lane
End left turn lane
Begin

Begin right turn lane
End right turn lane
Ogelsby Road

Begin left turn lane
End left turn lane
Begin

Begin Bridge Exception
End Bridge Exception
Begin

Begin Accel lane-left
Begin right turn lane
End right turn lane
End left turn lane

SR 6 Spur

Begin left turn lane
End left tum lane
Begin Bridge Exception
End Bridge Exception
Begin

Begin right turn lane
End right turn lane
Humphrey Hill road
Begin left turn lane
End left tumn lane
Begin

Begin Bridge Exception
End Bridge Exception

Cobb Douglas County line

Causey Road Right
Begin Curb and Gutter

End Curb and Gutter and

Project

Total Log Length = 5.94 Miles

ROADWAY LOG

Shoulder AD

6.5

6.5
6.5
6.5
6.5
6.5
6.5
6.5
6.5
6.5
6.5
6.5
6.5
6.5
6.5
6.5
6.5
6.5
6.5

6.5
8.5
6.5
6.5
6.5

6.5
6.5

6.5
6.5
6.5
8.5
6.5
6.5
6.5

6.5
8.5

417
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14
14

14
14

14
14

14
14
14
14
12
14
14

14
14

24

24

PROJECT NO: CSNHS-MO003-00(158)
COUNTY: COBB/DOUGLAS

LT CT
24 14
24 14
24 14
24 14
24 14
24

24

24 14
24 14
24 14
24 14
24 14
24 14
24 14
24 14
24 14
24

24

24 14
24 14
24

24

24

24

24 14
24

24

24 14
24 14
24 14
24 14
24

24

24 14
24 14
24 14
14 24
14 24

RT
24

24
24
24
24
24
24
24
24
24
24
24
24
24
24
24
24
24
24

24
24
24
24
24
24
24
24

24
24
24
24
24
24
24

24
24

AD

12
12

12
12

12
12

12
12

12

12
12

Resurfacing
Shoulder  width
6.5 75
0
0
6.5 i
6.5 87
6.5 87
6.5 75
6.5 75
6.5 7
6.5 87
6.5 87
6.5 75
6.5 89
6.5 89
6.5 75
6.5 87
6.5 87
6.5 75
6.5 75
6.5 75
6.5 75
0
0
6.5 75
6.5 75
6.5 87
6.5 87
6.5 75
91
6.5 T
6.5 75
0
0
6.5 75
6.5 87
6.5 87
6.5 75
6.5 75
6.5 <)
6.5 75
0
0
6.5 75
6.5 75
62
62
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» »

DIRECTION OF PAVING —3m—r

40/-0° MINMLM LENOTH OF LONGITLDINAL BARS

40'-0° MNMUM LENGTH OF LONGITUDNAL

LS . S
50" TRANVERSE CONSTRUCTION JOWT ggsmltn TO NS WAER _ 5-0°
RECURED A
TRANYLRSE CONS FRUC TION m‘

5.0
| TRANVERSE CONSTRUCTION JIONT
pl [ 1% -
L

N0, 6 BARS

DRECTION OF PAVING —Sme—

A0 -0 MINWUM LENGTH OF LONGITUDINAL BARS

LAP a | =

- . 2
=T 5
= —r— —

3.

SEE N( SEEMTE'B'

LI N X,

1 e

70 ERMINE NEED FOR
TRUCTION JOWTS:

‘l" APS ll"l{ ? Footv "5
séw L

SIICONE SEAL - EE‘&T

5‘9‘5!6'1__

—N0.& BARS —

L—LonamuomaL Bars
TRANSVERSE CONSTRUCTION JOINT
SECTION D - D

me BARS

L1 e
5

S=TRANSVERSE BARS

SECTION AT § OF PAVEMENT
SECTION B - B
LONGITUDINAL CONTRACTION JOINT

NO. 4 BARS

-LONGITUDINAL BARS
SECTION AT EDGE OF
SECTION C -

v 5 & & &

|

T MINCLEAR

cl_L.J__LJ_T]H_
ek Henans ’_['*

L-LONGITUDINAL BARS

CTRaNSVERSE

ALTERNATE
LONGITUDINAL CONTRACTION JOINT

4*:1]*

TRANSVERSE DARS

EAVEMEN‘J

ADDED TO PLANS B-30-05 u

W Gacxen Aan.

"'— ""“cu‘ k«fv‘mr%ermn T
DETAIL A

N
LINES

LONGITUDINAL OR CONSTRUCTION JOINT

JOINT SCHEDLILE

TYPE w | D R
TRANSVERSE JOINT Ve Va3 [T W
€ LONGITUDINAL SAWED JOINT | V4 | Yo=Y | 30 T0 '
AECUNRED MINIA A KPI'II OF INTIAL SAW CUT
FOR LOMGITUDINAL JOM'
ALL INTIAL CUTS TO IiV.ﬂWHl.
OEPTH OF DEPTH OF
nvsnnm cat
2 e

GENERAL NOTES:
LOETAILS FOR PAVEMENT WIDTH AND THE CROSS-SLOPE SHALL
BE SHOWN N THE PLANS.

2. LONGITUDNAL AND TRANSVEASE REINFORCING STEEL SHALL BE *4
w's'ugwsmmmmmnsmaw

3. WHEN SELF LEVELING SILICONE SEALANT IS USED, TOOLING OF THE
SEALANT TO OBTAN A CONCAVE SURFACE 1S NOT REOURED
F SEALANT MEETS DMENSIONS OF DETAL “A"

4. STEEL BAR PLACEMENT TOLEMANCE SHALL BE +/- 0.5 I, HORIZONFALLY
AND /- 0,75 . VERTICALLY.

S.MSSING OR DAVAGED TIE BARS SHALL 8E REPLACED BY DRLLING AND
EPOXY GROUTRIG AT THE CONTRACTOR'S EXPENSE.
P 6, CONSOLIDATION Wi [
E g FEALAED, ASIANCENT 10, ALL TRAKGNERSE COVTRUCTION JONTS.
ii ..;? i.__ﬂ'_
&n 655 v ey 8 F 8 F
i T I'—‘I'iﬁ 11 i |

PLACED 8 C. 10 C.

-\"'""“ :—E-m.sttws 30° LOWG g

S_TRANSVERSE BARS

DETAIL OF JOINT FOR ADDITIONAL LANES

B

'DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
STATE OF GEORGIA

CONTINUOUSLY REINFORCED
CONCRETE PAVEMENT

12 INCH SLAB THICKNESS
N0 SCALE

£

CONSTRUCTION DETAIL

JUNE 2005

..\CRCP CONSTRUCTION DETAILS 8-16 8/31/2005 1:19:20 PM

&
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! , :»‘Vﬂ i e e
SHEET NO. DESCRIPTION i J
) 4
Sr Sheefte P
NOTE:

D -/ 78-/(28)
574 /774735

S
] SKETCH

LOCATION
o

NOTF ALL WORK TO BE DONE IN ACCORDANCE WIiTH THE DE
PARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION OF GEORGIA STAN-
DARD SPECIFICATIONS FOR ¢HE CONSTRUCTION OF
ROADS AND BRIDGES, CURRENT EDITION, AS APPROVED
BY THE FEDERAL HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION.

DESIGN DATA: 2240 .
TRAFFIC ADY: 37/90 70
TRAFFIC ADY. 73550 (2009)
TRAFFIC DHV. 6270 (20/5)\
DIRECTIONAL DiST. 6535  “~_
ZIRUCKS 7%

SPEED DESIGN /5 472w

STA. 167+ 12.82

264 41% skYview DR

FEDERAL AID PROJECT

PLAN AND PROFILE OF PROPOSED

SR 6 WIDENING
DOUGLAS COUNTY

FR-178-1(28)

FEDERAL ROUTE NO.
STATE ROUTE NO. &
PRI NO 72/130

S Tnnzie CReEh SRIDRE

ALL PEFERENCES IN THIS DOCUMENT, WHICH NCLUDES ALL PAPERS, WRITINGS, DOCUMENTS
DRAWINGS, OR PHOTOGRAPHS USED, OR TS BE USED IN CONNECTION WITH THIS DOCUMENT, TO
“STATE HIGHWAY DEPARTMENT OF GEORGIA", "STATE HIGHWAY DEFARTMENT”, "GEGRGIA STATE
HIGHWAY DEPARTMENT", “HIGHWAY DEPARTMENT”, OR “CIPARTMENT™
THEREOF MEANS THE STATE HIGHWAY DEPARTMENT OF GEORGIA MEAN, AND SHALL 8E DEEMED

TO MEAN THE DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION.

% ZL,
PREPARED BY: ‘/}/%tﬁ/%’ ‘

RECOMMENDED FOR %
SUBMISSION BY: Lo i

,

/é::/wdﬁu,“ o

SUBMITTED BY: _f)atby, . (41! ¢

4

STATE ROAD AND"AIRPORT DESIGN ENGINEER
i

A sra :
STA. > 7452.23

2 00,0 oax

~,

THE DATA, TOGETHER WITH ALL OTHER INFORMATION SHOWN ON THESE PLANS, OR IN ANYWAY INDI-
CATED THEREBY, WHETHER BY DRAWINGS OR NOTES, OR IN ANY OTHER MANNER, ARE BASED UPON
FIELD IMVESTIGATIONS AND ARE BELIEVED TO BE INDICATIVE OF ACTUAL CONDITIONS. HOWEVER,
THE SAME ARE SHOWN AS INFORMATION ONLY, ARE NOT GUARANTEED, AND DO NOT BIND THE DE-
PARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION IN ANY WAY. THE ATTENTION OF THE BIDDER IS SPEGIFICALLY DI-
RECTEL: TO ARTICLES 102.04, 102.05, AND 104.08 OF THE STANDARD SPEGIFICATIONS OF THE DE-
FARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION, STATE OF GEORGIA, FOR THE CONSTRUCTION OF ROADS AND
BRIDGES, DATED CURRENT EDITIOM AND ANY MOD!FICATIONS THEREOF, WHIGH WILL BE A PART OF
THIS CONTRACT.

=cdeE )= :

BT O A28
LOURLL s P00k LAY LOLE AD. 097
LENGTH OF PROUJECT

A No. 72150 MILES
NET LENGTH OF ROADWAY 2.670
NET LENGTH OF BRIDGES 227
NET LENGTH OF PROJECT R77
MET LENGTH OF EXCEPTIONS 2,000
GROSS LENGTH OF PROJECT 2.7/7
T gt dosrred 005 gy Lomppessivvrad Disibrad &

Milpe Show /5 #op oz ror) Fagpind Do dbipadier. 46

Severay L5 gtk Ly Luribent

. f\g‘l\ / 7//
N \07 =7
N i
ey
® "i C’ A 74 //‘//’ z g
§] Ny 2/ # //// //J
h 3 N\ 457 7z
INE g <\ J7 7 o
Q 31[ 7 P
3 2! /] P
] [ 7 >
— 2
TT B T /"//
" TN q\. STA. 108+98.5¢ 1 P
fose o o S i f' BEap FR~(78-/(22)
! Fo L =
'\ vp, I S7A. 50400.20
MAXLAS? 4D \\\\
[/

WHEN THE CONTEXT

[208y88 | ZC.

T
/}-/ N S

DATE

STATE hIGHWAY ENGINEER

FILANS COMPLETED FOR PS. & E.

TOGER /4, 1987

FLANS COMPLETED

s EPEE

g

REVISIONS fZpviea’s 7 Sody G2

AUGUST 16,1990

SBrrsea (&S 58

SEPr. S 1990

| fesda | Jan. {71989

OCTOBER 15™ 1955

ARV ]

OCTORER 247, 1990

P R,
A

- R
Ry

i

|
;
3
H
|
i
i
i
~
‘
! 11
1]

NE R Do s Decrizes 26™ 990
L. S/ 2-19-91
T 4-19-9!

7-23 9]

9-74 91

Farm No. EF G005

WAL
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R AN R o

‘ ‘ o - - ’ state | prolecToumper | P SHEETL COTAL

L SHEEES S
Nove: T7 15 THE INTENT OF THE DEVAKT ML TO ALLOW TYPICA L SECTION - GA. /-7?-/72-//28) N 4 77/
THE PAVEMENT™ CROSS SLOPE TD VARY AS NEEDED BUT 2
THE NEW LANES BE CONSTRUCTED WiITH A DEFINITE SCALE : I"= 3'VERT. /&V/SM,. /¥ St 88
CRoSS SLOPE, FIELD COMDIIDNS WILL DICTATE. THIS RRTE. ¢ - 5'HORZ. = 27/ 89 >
TANGEMT ROAPWAY SECTIONS SHALL HAVE A CRoss . :
SwoPE OF 271" PER Foor T 5" PER R RRTHE. Revisep 10-15-90 L
MEW IANES PROTECTED FRoM THE EXISTING EDGE OF !

H

PAVEMENT,
ROADWAY SECTIONS 1IN CURVATURE SHAL CONFERM
0 THE FOUOWANG CRITERIAILDW SIDE OF SUPSRELEWTZON}
T BE 2fu TO DI PER Foo SLOPE MAINTAIKED UNTIL THE
BOsSnNG SE. RAIE ERVALS THE DESKHNAED SLOPE.THEN ¢
THE EXISTING PAVEMENT™ SLOPE WAL ConTRA- THE |
{LPS OF THE NEW LANES, i
HIEH SIDE OF SLPERELENATION CESISNATED JLofE i
SHAU. BE TRASITIONGD To MEST™ THE J.£, RATE i
AND THE EAITING PAVEMENT SLOPE Wi ConTRO :
THE SCOPE OF THE NEW LANES,

*0- o Yres T -dE7 20-g" s T8 AP *

IOI_OII ‘zl_oll 21
1 Yorves L 76 /6~

Lape SHhyre
, Lape SHhyoe nill
! ™ 22,

?‘m

] PROFILE GRADE
@ |.=- ®
s Js Hr
sL.3/16"IN [-Q" 5 : =

~ ~ . N N N AN N N \ ~ \ \
AN N VD N \ N
\\ \\ NN 5\\ AN \;_,L._LA N (N ;: NI : :

SL 3/[6" iNI-Q"

~ \ ———— EXISTING PAVEMENT Yorrias Alyorar/ E27

TANGENT SECTION

!'/2" ASPHALTIC  CONCRETE "E"
2" ASPHALTIC CONCRETE "B"
6'ASPHALTIC CONCRETE BASE
12"GRADED AGGREGATE BASE

SLOPE _ CONTROLS
FILL 'SLOPE:"H" = SHOULDER POINT T0 GROUND LIE

COOPEE®

CUT SLOPE :"H" = BOTTOM-OF DT. TO GROUND LINE 110 LBS/SQ.YD. ASPHALTIC CONCRETE LEVELING
i "H'= 0' TO 4' USE 4:l SLOPE 6"CONCRETE MEDIAN PAVING Ga. Std. 9032 B w/Type 7 Curb Face o L
o e g'x30" CONC. CURB & GUTTER, GA. STD. 9032 B. TYPE 2 B

11" AND OVER USE 2!{ SLOPE

X oy : Shoukler wikh witl be sveressed 7o
525 S A ot oot ntbere grsrdid
s /eg/ﬁé’eé’f//.ﬂf/

[

T Yarras FLiAET 20'- 0" Yprs F6 P *10'-g" 12'- 0" 2
Lane SHhype Lz Sy 3
fe— —
et %
oo : =0 R 127 Yty £ /% ’!z&’ L
** sLopE TSk RATE\ Jor /s ¢ | A !
T e ‘_‘_ _ LE. . 3
. ; ) d N SL,\: RATE OF sE 7 S
5 B AN N \ N ﬂ\ N S ‘======:.=== =
— N ¥ SN \_;_\ "I‘I)“““—‘_-“‘“““.
Yorves ~ &2 Worm EXISTING PAVEMENT- III o E
SUPERELEVATED SECTION
) . CLASS "B" CONCRETE BASE OR PAVEMENT WIDENING
*NOTE: ON SU PERELEVATION : Item Code 500-9999 - Cu. Yds
LOW SIDE SHOULDER — SLUPE'—‘H%‘ IN 1-0" OR RATE OF SE., WHICHEVER A‘. 4
IS GREATER Lere Siyipe. )t e
HIGH SIDE SHOULDER - SLOPE AS FOLLOWS: 24" L Shojpe_|~5e , ; - “
S.E. RATE OF 0,03'/ FT OR LESS, SLOPE DOWN T T T N L Ll /Z/f//:;.;m/d/” . i ] _.”
o IN 10" ‘_J/'l " |— l Pttt Srene i i BT IE AT E e -
S.E. RATE OF 0.04'/ FT SLOPE DOWN 0.03/FT —_— Z : LIRS COUTY COORTY E00E AP, 597 8
N N~ e Class "B* Concrete Base or Pavement Widening LENGTH OF PROJECT
\ ¥\_\__\_\_\_\_§ A M. 7I490 MILES
ol R ///W//; 75 & or Loss Note: In excavated areas 2'-#" or less in widlh hemeex" 1t1|\eb—4x1§ting NET LENGTH OF ROADWAY 2470
- o "yt cone Il [ ace =
ALGEBRAIC DIFFERENCE OF PAVEMENT SLOPE AND SHOUIDER SLOPES . . _ , o pavins and e curb and gurtor. claas T’ conorote shall be placed | et eom o smcss Sosr
NOT TO EXCEED Q.07'/FT. - LuAer? o LAY Fopop g 17 Az Payment will be mads under 'Class S nereta Chass and Pavowent | NET LENGTH OF PROJECT z;/a,;
. Wid " T LENGTH EXCEPY =
W e Lo sor Lweds cw Ao SH 072 . raening. | :ius'; ’li‘SHG:iFBF ::::;":s ;.7/7
In excavated areas greater than 2'-0" in width, the contractor
may ,?mm Class "B" concrete in lieu ol u\eb based a:}d paving Thrs Prgjeat Locetod 005 4 Lonpressivre Gl &
-2 specified 1 theo eas, ay) t 11 ot e made or Class
{ ! "b" conerate but will be made. at the w;:: fcos bid for the base and Miyge fﬁﬂ”ﬂ/}ﬁ/ﬁté///?ym//if/x/éﬁjﬂ A6 1. 22
3 paving quantities otherwise required. _Sererytm ik At Ly fomrtens, g T
FORM EFQOCO3 e At d
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N ’ ) A . e
- . . N pa—
1 . 1 Vitare | oo
' INDEX f?‘TAYE PROSE.
- o = ~ GA.| TsAP-6(33)
SHEET NO. : DESCRIPTION - i P T

O | COVER
2 REVISION SUMMARY

3-8 TYPICAL SECTIONS (748 Omiren Feom Prans) . . : . : T4 o )
- . 9 SUMMARY OF QUANTITIES . *- .o : Y " ) - . . B R .
- ic DETAILED ESTIMATE o NOTE: . / )
4 i o 4 ALL REFERENCES IN THIS DOCUMENT, WHICH 'INCLUDES ALl PAPERS, WRITINGS, DOCUMENTS;. .
e - : R . v BE USED IN CONNECTION WITH THIS DOCUMENT, TO
- .

11=17 - | PLAN AND PROFILE DRAWINGS, OR PHOTOGRAPHS USED, OR TO
“STATE. HIGHWAY DEPARTMENT OF /GEORGIA”, “STATE HIGHWAY. DEPARTMENT", “GEORGIA STATE

18-23 | UTILITY PLANS (FOR INFORMATION, ONLY) ¢ . )
) 2U-25 | GRASSING ~DETAILS (25 OMiTTED FRom PLANS) , ‘ J —_— ) . R A DT O oF oRo WEA, AND SHALL PE OEEWED
26 | A STD 1C33D (MODIFIED) CATCH BASINS (Ho@ifjed 6-82) ’ & : N TO MEAN THE DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION. RS ‘
, 27 64 STD 3053, END POST AND GUARDRAIL ATTACHMENT (#-87) . N ) PLAN AND PROFIL'E OF PROPOSED :
. 28 GA STD UOID, “w” BEAM GUARDRAIL (1C-80) N . . -
29 GA STD UOl{, POSTS FOR “W" BEAM GUARDRAIL (1-83) . " | ! : , 3
. 30 GA STD LOI2E GUARDRAIL ANCHORAGE TYPE | (11-78) v ) . B ' e Vo L
31 6A STD LUOSO, GUARDRAIL ANCHORAGE TYPE 9 (11-83) ) WES T A U ST E L L BY - PA SS : S e ;
32 GA STD U052, GUARDRAIL LOCATION DETAILS (3-82) \ ¢ ' PREPARED BY: AN /\ St AL
~, 33 GA STD 50UGH, JOINT DETAILS FOR PLAIN PC CONC pAy (10-83) . . ; TRANSPORTATION. . ENGINEER ‘Tﬂ’ .
AR GA STD 90I17H, REINF.CONC APPR SLAb (2-83) ‘ . e O RG : .

| E EEEEEE DOUGLAS - COBB_ COUNTIES ‘
304 | GA.STD. OBI-T| Pume Fires ar Bridoe t;wos‘<l0-68) v CONTROLLED ‘ ACCESS : PROJECT ; , e ’ ,
‘ TSAP -6 (33) CONTR. 3(BASE & PAVING) ..~ ., .

. 35 7;/17’/» . - N
. STA.536 + 07.38 ANSPORTATION _ ENGINEER AV
} ; | § STATE ROUTE NO. 6 ; ) RBER(:\B?lEB‘\%%?éGE END TSAP-6(36) CT.! / 4
. ! . . . = : . TS G.D.O.T.P.1. NO. 720468 ! TN
STA.300+00 - - '
b coNTRZ | END TSAP-6(33) CT. 3 o
? ES‘SG\ B BEGIN TSAP-6(36)CT 1 @

P ERD
— g0 1. LENGTH

Colonial Pipe Ling_Co.

i

L
D!
a /
| & SUBMITTED BY: e I = S
(. : STATE ROAD & AIRPORT DESIGN/ENGINEER
. {
P 27/
. N .
STA.183+24.08 S /;/6 N /)
% N
. BEGIN_TSAP-6(33) CT3 ﬁpotf:f' N Southern s
. ~\ (MECZEE (o8 T2 Natural Gas ¥
M 1\ N ;
o A e W b
S st s i
DESIGN DATA: -iv‘sy'h%xf/\l?s\?eﬁ/ NS i
P . B N 5 - 7 sOUTHERE oyt kS -
TRAFFICA.D.T.: 11600 (1981) ) ‘ i 7 e 1 ‘ [ SOUTHERR X :
TRAFFIC A.D.T. 18500 (2001 T, LTS ;
TRAFFIC DHV.- 10% /
DIRECTIONAL DIST. 65% |
% 24'HR. TRUCKS 6% 2
” s Y
% TRUCKS 3% DR
g
SPEED DESIGN 55 M.P.H. - POWDER SPRINGS™ihe ,
. Clarksdale N POP. 2559 1y Fw \
! .\X_\\\\ y\/ N
A
LOCATION  SKETCH N x\ N
N T~
‘\;\ RISAL
CcoBB CO. A W
2t v
: Ay
'
-
. 3.,‘/
.
———
4
’ Al
- v N : - . ' . -
B TSAP-6(33) ’ e I ‘
) ; CONTR I~ |CONTR.2 |CONTR 3 : | oATE
R . : GR BRIDG PAVING . ; :
NOTE: ALL WORK TOBE DONE IN ACCORDANCE WITH / THE DATA. TOGETHER WITH ALL OTHER INFORMATION SHOWN ON. THESE PLANS, OR IN ANY WAY LENGTH OF PROJECT 8 DRAINAGE ' - - :"‘NS °°M:LE¥E° FORPS LE. R
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Appendix E: Historic Documents
SR 5 @ SR 6, Douglas County
PI No 0013733

May 22, 2020
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SR 5 @ SR 6, Douglas County
PI No 0013733

May 22, 2020
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Appendix E: Historic Documents
SR 5 @ SR 6, Douglas County
PI No 0013733

May 22, 2020
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Appendix F:
Visual Distress Photos



Appendix F: Visual Distress Photos
SR 5 @ SR 6, Douglas County

PI No. 0013733

May 22, 2020

0699: SR 5 Northbound North Leg; Approximate location of quadrant loop entrance
[ N R \

ey RISy A R,

0701: SR 5 Eastbound East Leg; Level 1 Block Cracking
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Appendix F: Visual Distress Photos
SR 5 @ SR 6, Douglas County

PI No. 0013733

May 22, 2020
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0705: SR 5 Eastbound East Leg; Level 2 Block Cracking
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Appendix F: Visual Distress Photos
SR 5 @ SR 6, Douglas County

PI No. 0013733

May 22, 2020

0706: RT Lane-SR6NB toSR5EB; Level 2 Block Cracking

0713: SR 5 Westbound East Leg
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Appendix F: Visual Distress Photos
SR 5 @ SR 6, Douglas County

PI No. 0013733

May 22, 2020

0715: SR 5 Westbound East Leg; Patch and Level 1 Transverse Cracking
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Appendix F: Visual Distress Photos
SR 5 @ SR 6, Douglas County

PI No. 0013733

May 22, 2020

0719: SR 5 Westbound East Leg; Level 1 Block Cracking
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Appendix F: Visual Distress Photos
SR 5 @ SR 6, Douglas County

PI No. 0013733

May 22, 2020

0707: SR 6 Northbound South Leg
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Appendix F: Visual Distress Photos
SR 5 @ SR 6, Douglas County

PI No. 0013733

May 22, 2020

0710: SR 6 Northbound South Leg (Sweetwater Creek Bridge Approach); Pothole and Probable Reflective Crack
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Appendix F: Visual Distress Photos
SR 5 @ SR 6, Douglas County

PI No. 0013733

May 22, 2020

0758: SR 6 Southbound South Leg; Rutting, Potholes-Cold Patched, Level 3 Load Cracking
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Appendix F: Visual Distress Photos
SR 5 @ SR 6, Douglas County

PI No. 0013733

May 22, 2020

0763: SR 6 Southbound South Leg (Sweetwater Creek Bridge Approach); Probable Reflective Crack
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Appendix F: Visual Distress Photos
SR 5 @ SR 6, Douglas County

PI No. 0013733

May 22, 2020

0739: SR 5 Westbound West Leg; Level 3 Block Cracking
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Appendix F: Visual Distress Photos
SR 5 @ SR 6, Douglas County

PI No. 0013733

May 22, 2020

0743: SR 5 Eastbound West Leg; Level 4 Load Cracking
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Appendix F: Visual Distress Photos
SR 5 @ SR 6, Douglas County

PI No. 0013733

May 22, 2020

0748: SR 5 Eastbound West Leg; Level 3 Block Cracking and Pothole
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Appendix F: Visual Distress Photos
SR 5 @ SR 6, Douglas County

PI No. 0013733

May 22, 2020

0754: SR 5 Eastbound Leg; Rutting and Level Load Cracking
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Appendix F: Visual Distress Photos
SR 5 @ SR 6, Douglas County

PI No. 0013733

May 22, 2020

0722: SR 6 Northbound North Leg; Construction Joint and Shoving
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Appendix F: Visual Distress Photos
SR 5 @ SR 6, Douglas County

PI No. 0013733

May 22, 2020

0725: SR 6 Northbound North Leg; Approximate location of quadrant loop entrance
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Appendix F: Visual Distress Photos
SR 5 @ SR 6, Douglas County

PI No. 0013733

May 22, 2020

0730: SR 6 Southbound North Leg; Construction Joint, Potholes-Cold Patched, Shoving
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Appendix F: Visual Distress Photos
SR 5 @ SR 6, Douglas County

PI No. 0013733

May 22, 2020

0736: SR 6 Southbound North Leg
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13. MINUTES OF CONCEPT MEETINGS



Meeting Sign-In Sheet

Project: P10013733-SR 5/US 78 at SR 6/US 278

Date: May 22, 2020

Location: MS Teams

Purpose: Concept Team Meeting

Name

Organization

Phone

Email

Davida White

GDOT-OPD; Project Manager

404-631-1530

dwhite@dot.ga.gov

Merishia Robinson

GDOT-OPD; D7A Program Manager

404-631-1710

mrobinson@dot.ga.gov

Felicia Pennyman

GDOT-D7 ROW

770-216-3965

fpennyman@dot.ga.gov

Megan Weiss

GDOT-Planning

404-631-1779

mweiss@dot.ga.gov

Joshua Higgins

GDOT-D7 Planning and Programming Coordinator

404-216-3896

johiggins@dot.ga.gov

Paul DeNard

GDOT - D7 Preconstruction

770-216-3890

pdenard@dot.ga.gov

Brandon Smith

SyncGlobal Telecom

678-794-8281

brandon_smith@syncglobal.net

Andrea Wahl

GDOT-OES, Ecology

770-715-7596

awahl@dot.ga.gov

Andrew Pearson

GDOT-TMC-Traffic Ops

404-635-2859

apearson@dot.ga.gov

Lily Hardman

GDOT - Roadway Design

404-631-1676

lhardman@dot.ga.gov

Keisha Jackson

GDOT-OES, NEPA

678.247.2470

keijackson@dot.ga.gov

Sam Carter

GDOT-OES, History

678-581-3474

SCarter@dot.ga.gov

Aaron Ladina

GDOT Office of Roadway Design

404-631-1655

Aladina@dot.ga.gov

Aaron Burgess

GDOT-OES, NEPA

404.800.0589

aaburgess@dot.ga.gov

Krystal Stovall-Dixon

GDOT-OPD

404-631-1572

kstovall-dixon@dot.ga.gov

Fredricka Jackson

GDOT D7 ROW

770-216-3832

fjackson@dot.ga.gov

Albert Shelby

GDOT-Director of Program Delivery

404-631-1758

ashelby@dot.ga.gov

Justin Hatch

GDOT D7 Traffic Ops

404-858-0459

juhatch@dot.ga.gov

Steven Boockholdt

GDOT ROADWAY DESIGN

404-631-1770

SBoockholdt@dot.ga.gov

Janique Jenkins

District 7 Utilities

470-553-1979

jajenkins@dot.ga.gov

Shun L Pringle

District 7 Utilities

springle@dot.ga.gov

Migual Baca Douglasville Douglas County Water mbaca@ddcwsa.com
Daniel Tilden Georgia Power Distribution DTILDEN@southernco.com
Lee Upkins Jacobs- Construction Project Manager LUpkins@dot.ga.gov
Ernest Howell GDOT 404-507-3445 ehowell@dot.ga.gov
Lewis Brooker GDOT-Utilities 770-216-3912 Ibrooker@dot.ga.gov



mailto:aaburgess@dot.ga.gov

OPD PROJECT MANAGER
CONCEPT TEAM MEETING AGENDA AND MINUTES
P1 Number 0013733, Douglas County
SR 5/US 278 @ SR 6/US 78 — Quadrant

Date: May 22, 2020
Time: 10:00 AM
Location: MS Teams

1. WELCOME - Project Manager
2. INTRODUCTION OF EACH ATTENDEE - Initiated by Project Manager

3. PROJECT IDENTIFICATION - Project Manager
4. PROJECT SCHEDULE - Project Manager

Concept Report Approval- 7/31/20
PFPR- 10/14/21

ROW Authorization- 1/14/20
FFPR- 9/1/22

Let- 4/15/23

5. POWERPOINT PRESENTATION - Design Phase Leader
DISCUSSION BY DISIPLINE:

6. PLANNING
o Project Justification Statement-No comments
o Traffic Projections
= Traffic data and projections have been approved however they
reflect the previous CFI design. The PM will request traffic
updates for the proposed Quadrant design

7. STATE ORDISTRICT RIGHT OF WAY
o Question as to whether to keep limited access. Traffic Ops wants to leave the
limited access. The design team will look further into it.

8. ENVIRONMENTAL
o NEPA
Remove GEPA-Type B and replace with no document

o HISTORY
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-Additional historic resources in connecting project (Pl 0010821) found on
South Memorial Highway are to be included in the concept report. Resources
include a cemetery, house, and gas station that is now a Pep Boys.

ECOLOGY
- Additional streams and wetlands are to be listed in the concept report.
- Ecologist to provide a list to the design team.

AIR/NOISE
- Noise analysis required, and screening level needed for air

ARCHAEOLOGY
- Archaeologist provided notes prior to the meeting that will be sent to the
design team for inclusion in the concept report.

COMMUNITY RESOURCES

- OES concurs with community resources listed in the report. USACE
involvement needed.

- Question about logical termini and endpoints. Designer mentioned the
proposed Quadrant design endpoints are reflected better than the previous CFI
design.

PERMITS

- 404 permit dependent on the linear foot of stream impacts.
- An IP will be needed if stream impacts are extreme.

- Buffer Variance is required.

UNDERGROUND STORAGE TANKS/HAZARDOUS WASTES
- Phase | needed at gas stations and Phase Il is dependent on impacts of ROW.

9. UTILITIES

o

O O O O

O

Two transmission lines located in the NW quadrant and may require
additional ROW.

Utility funding phase needs to be added to the project.

Water/Sewer has an 8, 12, and 20-inch waterline in the area.

Design will utilize SUE to address existing utilities.

Public Interest Determination (PID) may be considered for Douglas
County Water

Utility Concept report was forwarded to the design team for inclusion in the
report this morning prior to the meeting.

10. LOCAL GOVERNMENT AGREEMENTS
o Agreements and Lighting not required.
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11. OFFICE OF PROGRAM DELIVERY COMMENTS
o Question about the concept report being submitted according to the baseline
submittal date, 5/27/20. The design team and PM will coordinate on the
submittal.

12. OFFICE OF ROADWAY DESIGN COMMENTS

o Question about the preferred alternate impacts to the connecting project PI
0010821in comparison to the original CFI design. The design team stated, the
preferred alternate will better accommodate the adjacent project.

o The PM manages both projects (0013733 and 0010821) and will ensure the
appropriate coordination takes place.

o Question about design team looking at special advance signs for navigation
through the quadrant. The design team will be using appropriate signs.

o Traffic Operations asked to look at two signals to be warranted.

13. STATE OR DISTRICT TRAFFIC OPERATIONS COMMENTS
o Question concerning the need for special vehicle accommodations due to
truck traffic in the area. OPD does not anticipate the need.
o The project will be designed for WB 67 to accommodate adjacent project
(0010821).
o ICE approval for the project will be completed after the Office of Traffic
Operations signs the concept report.

14. ADDITIONAL COMMENTS & CONCERNS FROM ATTENDEES
o Concerns about limited access as it limits utility companies from having
access to relocate utilities. The design team will address limited access after
SUE plans are completed.





